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This per. Lonnance audit of the Community Co1lee Capital Analysis
Nbdel has been conducted under the following statutoTy provisions:

The budgt committee 8 nake managem It
OLOIVCide andpl-nmn reviews as to every public bothj,

or employee subject to the provis-ione of,RCW 43-
9 290 through 43.09.040. The Legislative budget com-

ma.y also make management survegs and program
reviews of local school districts, intermediate school
distriets, and other units of local government receiving
state funds as grants-in-aid or as shared revenues.
nagement SUIVOyS for the purpose of this section shall
an independent examination for the purpose of providing

oislatura with an evaluation and report of the manner
h any public agency, officer, adnini strator, or

employee has discharged the responsibility to faithfully,
?inciently, and ufJectivly adMinister any Legislative
pialoose of the state. Program reviews for the purpose
of this secton sha.l be an examination of state or
loclal goverment programs to ascertain whether or not
ez4ch proglams continue to serve their intended purposes,
are conduccd in an efficient and effective manner, or
require niod-ificcztion or elimination: ...

The Leg sLtive budget committee authority for management
surveys contained in RCW 44.28.085 shall include reviews
of program goals and objecitves of pubZic bodies, officers
or empZoyees to determine conformity with legislative intent
and shall include comprehensive performance awdits to en-
enre that agency programs are being conducted in accordance
with legislat-ive intent and program goals and objectives.

A .'management" or a "performance" audit is essentially a systematic
and objective afTraisal of the quality of management, directed toward
determining whether an agency(s) had discharged and is discharging its
responsibilities to faithfully, efficiently and effectively administer
its designated State programs. The assessment of the quality of manage-
ment involves the cietailed examination and analysis of the three basic
management function -- planning, operations and review. Faithfulness
refers to whether the programs have been adMinistered in aEa3iaa-HEWT-th
promises made to the Legislature and the expression of legislative ulll
(legislative Lntent). Effectiveness refers to whether planned program
objectives are being achieved; c_f_Lac_i_LIc refers to whether program
accomplishments are being achieved through utilizing the least costly
combination of resources and with a minimum of waste.



This performance audit was conducted for the purpose of providing the
Legislature an evaluation of the capital analysis model utilized La the de-
velopment of the Washington State Community College system capital budget
request to the Legislature. The management functions that are involved with
the capital analysis nodel CCAM) are the lannia- function, the o)erations
function, and the 129_22ement review functidn. A was not the Intent o-
thTT,=-5t-lit to determine-iFeadequacy-at requests that result from the
application of the CAM. Specific concerns of the audit of the planning func-
tion WOre to identify and evaluate the system's goals and oh1ecti%76Tro-r-----
caliiial development and the relationship of the CAM te those goals and ob-
jectives, to evaluate the methods for applying the CAM in a timely, orderly
manner and the establishment of a control system to assure faithful aad ac-
curate application of the model in the capital budgeting process.- ENanina-

tion. was made of the 0 eratiuns fiaictien to determine the degree of success
that management has ha in imp ementing and controlling the capital budget-
ing process in relation to the CAM, and to evaluate the rationale of the CAN
assumptions in relation to empirical operating data and operating efficiuncy.
UKamination of the review fUnction consisted of an analysis of the processes
employed by the State Board for Cormunity College Education nanagerrent in
following up on capital budgeting activities to ensure reliability of data used
in the budgeting process and the system's compliance with existing directives.

Ihe following report of the audit is composed of a statament of the Scope
and Objectives of the audit; a Summary, which states in condensed form the
conclusions of the audit findings; and a detailed documentation of the audit
findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

Information utilized in this audit was gathered from the State Bo rd
(=or Community College Education, Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Manage-
ment, and the Council for Postsecondary Education (foimerly Council on Higher
Education). The cooperation of the staffs of those offices was appreciated.

1he audit was conducted by John E. O'Brien of the Legislative Budget
Committee staff.

1110MAS R. HAZZARD
Legislative Auditor

Authorized for distribution by
the Legislative Budget Committee
October 16, 1975.

Senator Gary M. Odegaard, Chairman
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SECTION

SCOPE AND OPJECTIVIS

SCOPE

The audit of the Capital Analysis Model (CM encompassed an
appraisal of the model as utilized by the community college system,
its development and purpose, its reliability, and the validity of
its results.

OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the audit were:

1. To determdne the basis on which the Capital Analysis Model
(CAM) input data is developed.

To determine the validity of input ch a used in the Capital
Analysis Model.

To determine what means are employed by the State Board for
Community College Education to prioritize requests for capital
project funding, and evaluate the effectiveness of those means
in expressing true needs for space.

To deteimine if the factors used in the CAM result in a valid
presentation of requirements.

5. To determine if the factors used in the CAM are applied in
accordance with documented procedures.

6. To determine if budgetary requirements developed through the
use of the CAM have been representative of actual space require-
ments.

7. To recommend changes in the capital budgeting system where the
existing system is found to be deficient.

8. To recommend legislation where statutory changes are necessary
to achieve a valid budgetary system.



SECTION II

SIMARY

IN FROUUCF ION

Within the community college system there are twenty-seven separate
campuses comprising twenty-two community college districts. Those districts
are governed by the State Board for Community College Education (SBCCE)
which is comprised of seven members, one from each congressional distric
appointed by the Governor.

Each biennium, based on an enrollment projection for the Fall
quarter following the termination of tho preceding biennium, the community
college system preparesa capital budget request comprised of projects which
will meet, at least in part, the needs of that level of enrollments. Those
needs are developed through application of the Capital Analysis Model (CNM).
The State Board for Community College Education (SBCCE) developed the en-_

rollment projection for the Fall quarter 1978 as well as developed criteria
and procedures for capital construction within the various community college
districts. This latter was accomplished particularly through the Capital
Analysis Model (CAM), the Project Evaluation Guide (PEG), the "Policies and
Guidelines Manual", and the "Instructions for Preparation of District Capital
Project Request 1975-77 Biennium".

In an effort to provide a greater degree of equity in capital
development within the system, the State Board for Community College Educa-
tion developed the Capital Analysis Nbdel (CNM). The primary intent of
the CAM was stated by State Board for Community College Education staff
to be "to provide a tool by which to measure projected capital facilities
needs in relationship to current capital facilities in terms of projected
day on-campus enrolbnents." Based on this space measurement, the several
campuses would only be allowed to develop to the extent of CAM space standards.

Almost one-eighth of the State's 1973-75 capital budget was for
community college development. That amounted to in excess of S34 million.
Since the community college requests which eventually find their way, at
least in part, into that budget are based so heavily on CAM data, it is
bnperative that that model provide an accurate measurement of space needs.

Compliance with Leoislative Intent

Basic legislation (see pages 7 and 8 ) with regard to capital
planning for the community college system is contained in the RCW in Chapters
43.88, 2813.50, and 2813.80. While the statutes do not provide an explicit
expression of legislative intent with regard to capital planning and develop-
ment for the community college system, the auditor has concluded that the
Legislature intended that capital planning should be of long-range and based
on valid enrollment projections.



While the State Board for Commnity College Education has
developed a six-year plan for operatiamand criteria and procedures
for community college capital construction, they have not developed
a_long-range capital development plan based on valid enrollment projec-
tions.

Conclusions

Major conclusior
mai agement function:

A. PLANNING FUNCTION

tained in this report -1 shown below by

I. The Council for Postsecondary Education (formerly the
Council on Higher Education) should take an active role
in the long-range capital planning for community colleges
in the State to ensure compatibility with the other
aspects of post secondary education facilities in Wash-
ington.

2. While capital facilities are long-range in nature, community
college planning for capital facilities is based on short-
range enrollment projections.

3. The enrollment projection used for community college
capital planning purposes is more an allocation of full-time
equivalent students (FTEs) by campus than an actual projec-
tion of local need or demand.

4. The CAM, as it currently exists, does provide a tool fer
comparing capital development on the several campuses,
however, since the composite results of employing it have
not been tested for validity of results, it should not be
employed as a standard.

' The community college system should develop a long-range
capital development plan which would not only support
biennial capital project requests but also provide the
Legislature greater visibility as to the facility develop-
ment pattern of the system.

OPERATIONS FUNCTION

1. The CAM provides a mathematically valid tool for the
comparative analysis of space at the several campuses.

2. Since the enrollment projection is a negotiated allocation
of a total enrollment figure, much of the CAM's validity
could be lost.



3. Actual util izat ion of community college classroom and lab
space was below CAM standards ard considerably below
maximum capacity.

4. Reporting procedures for seat utilization had not been
refined to adequately minimize errors in final data.

S. Since the CAM was being generally applied in- its intended
manner to all campuses, it was functioning as designek--
to.provide_equitable space development among campuses in
relationship to enrollment projections.

ihe CAM fails to recognize and evaluate the availabi
of off-campus space.

Current methods of presentation of CAM data emphasize
areas of space shortage and de-emphasize areas of space
excesses.

Although the cammanity college system's method of prioritiza-
tion of projects is good insofar as it recognizes both local
campus and. State Board priorities, those priorities clo not
appear to be consistent with those of the Governor or the
Legislature.

Declining numbers of students graduating from high school
starting in 1980 will probably result in lower community
college enrollments.

10. With fewer high school graduates entering the community
college system, the academic/occupational enrollment mix
may change significantly thus generating different space
needs.

MANAGEMENT REVIEW FUNCTION

1. The major thrust of State Board review of community college
capital project requests is for degree of adherence to CAM
guidelines in order to "sell" the model.

2. Review of utilization data submitted by the several campuses
is marginal.

Current review of CM elements is being conducted by gro
of community college staff who might be biased 171 their
evaluation.

4. The study groups involved in the evaluation of the CAM
elements might tend to be biased in that they are evaluat-
ing the standards for the type of space in which they
normally function.

-4-
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I INGS-ANALYSIS-REany NS

Da BuDGET - CAPITJLEGE SYS

BACKGROUND

MODEL

Washington's community college 5ystern is an Lirtegrel Fart of theState's higher education system- The commttaity colJege system is
comprised of 27 separate campuses in 22 districts -which are goven1ed
by a seven-member board (State Voazd for Comnumity College Education) -'The State Board members, one from eacl congressional district, aTe ap-pointed by the Governor with the consent Df the Senate. Each of the22 districts has a five-member board, also appointed by the GoveTnoT,
which is responsible for the eperations of those districts.

Of the State's 1973-75 capital budget of 8275.5 ndl.liom, the com-
munity college system received $34.1 nalion (12.4 percent) . Capital
budget monies previously made availabie to the community- co llese system
have provided facilities winch have permitted a continucos srawth
community college enrollments. As is noted in -the data belew, there has
been a shift in student earolarrent5 fxoin academic to -voaatienal programs.

Exhibit 1

FITNIAL FAL QUARTER ENROLIPIENT
(FULL-MIE EQIIIVALENT STUD1NTS)

Ac % Ch_mpas. Vocational % ChAIL.1 e Total--_-___--
.70 34,399 1,460 50,859
71 39,193 + 13.9 21,279 4. 29. 3 + 18.9
72 40,873 + 4.3 26,443 + 24. 3 67,316 + 11.3
73 38,740 - 5.2 31,536 + 19. 3 70,276 + 4.4
74 41 267 6.5 35,099 + 11. 3 76 366 + 8 7---...----
year

+ 6,868 + 20.0% +18,639 + 113.2% 4- 25,507 4 5



A. PL.ANNING FUNCTION

2. Introduction

The plarming function is the fotmdation upon. which good
management relies to assure that expenditure of monies and other
resources will be made in an efficient and economical manner while
effectively contributing to achievement of legislative intent
and/or documented goals of the State.

The agency level planning function consis s of two main
activities, the establishment of objectives and the development
and documentation of a program or plan for achievement of the ob-
jectives. Achievement of long-range goals is contingent upon the
establishment of objectives that are quantifiable within a specific
tieneframe and designed to contribute to achievement of a stated
goal. A well developed plan is essential if effective achievement
of objectives is to be accomplished in an efficient and economical
manner. A good plan will identify the dollar requirements (budget)
associated with adiievement of the objectives, a set of program and
performance standards that will provide a means for deterndning how
effective management has been ill achieving the objectives and to
determine how efficiently resources were spent in the achievement
process. The plan should also provide a means for communicating
the plan throughout the system, usually by means of written poli-
cies, procedures or directives. In addition, the plan should
establish or contain a designated organization structure with properlY
assigned responsibilities that will assure that someone has been as-
signed to see that each portion of the plan will be implemented and
carried out. Last, but not least, is the establishment or identifica-
tion of an accounting arid reporting system that will provide manage-
ment with reports that can be used to compare actual performance with
planned performance.

My long-range capital construction plan for higher educa-
tional facilities should be designed so as to be consistent with
overall educational goals and long-range enrollment proj ections .
In the case of community colleges, these projections should be
broken out by major enrollment populations, i.e. , vocational, aca-
demic, community service and hobby courses. airolhnent project ions

should be supported by statistics showing the citizen population from
which they will be drawn, e.g., new high school graduates, retraining
of adult groups such as 22-29 year-olds, middle-aged employed, senior
citizens, etc. Ideally, a long-range capital eKpenditure plan should
be accompanied by an estimate of the additional operating budget that
will be required once the new capital constmction is in place. Arid

lastly, requested projects should be prioritized so as to facilitate

selection of projects for completion when insufficient funds are
available to provide for all. That prioritization should be

,6-
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consistent with legislative and executive intent as well as the
State's overall educational goals.

Planning for capital expenditure is very important since
the monies included are relatively large and the end product is
usually of a permanent nature that have a continued future demand
for operating budget monies. Therefore, it is critical that all
capital expenditure planning is consistent wlth legislative intent
and/or the State's educational goals.

Development of capital facilities based only on current or
near-future needs caa prove costly if conditions chaage leaving
facilities unable to neet those changed conditions. At best, such
facilities can be remdeled to neet changing needs. At worst, they
must be abandoned and new facilities developed.

2. Findings

a. 1,qil.a_c_ive Intent

Legislative intent with regard to capital budget document conteat
has been expressed in RCN 43.88.030, Section (3) (b) of which states
that that document may be a separate document fram the operating
budget document and s-ilould consist, in part, of:

a capital prvgran conststing of proposed capttal project
for at least the too fiscal periods succeeding The next fiscal
period. The capital program shall include for each proposed
project a statement of the reason or purpose for the project
along with an estimate of its cost; ...

Legislative intent with regard to community college capital
planning and development has been expressed in RCN 2813.50.090 which
states, in part, that the State Board for Community College Educa-
tion (SBCCE) shall:

(a) Prepare a camprellensive master plan for the development
community college education and training in the state;

and assist the office of program planning and fiscal manage-
ment in the preparation of enrollment projections to sup-
port plans for providing adequate community college
facilities in al2 areas of the state; (emphasis supplied) and

(b) Establish and administer criteria and procedures for all
capital construction including the establishment, instal-la-
tion, and expansion of facilities uithin the various com-
munity college districts;

D1 addition, RCW 288.80.030 states, in part, that the Council on
Higher Education 010W Council for Postsecondary Education

(a) ... rzia Engage in overall planning for h gher educa-
tion in the state; (emphasis supplied)

la



(b) ... Ina ... In the execztion of the above pZanning
Tesponsibilities ... review the plans for the com-
munity colZege sy8tem in terms of their articulation
wi-thplanning for higher education in the state.
(emphasis supplied)

and a Review the individual instituttonal
capital budget requests to deterwine thef2, confonitj
or lack thereof to the state's higher education plan:
PROVIDED, That its review of comunity colleges be
limited to the plan prepared by the state board for
community college education. (emphasis supplied)

While ROT Z811.50.090 implies that facility planning will be dale for
the community college system, it does not assign that responsibility. It

does, however, place the responsibility for enrollment projections in the
Office of Program Planning wad Fiscal Management with provision that the
State Board for Community College Educa:tion assist in that effort.

The State Board for Community College Education has been given the
responsibility for establishing wad administering criteria and procedures
for all capital construction within the community college system.

The Council for Postsecondary Education, on the other hand, has
given the option of becoming involved in community college planning.

The State Board for Community College Education not only assisted in
the development of enrollment projecticms but made such projections through
Fall quarter 1978 which were then submitted to the Council fOr Postsecondary
Education and the Cffice of Program Planning and Fiscal Management for ap-
proval. Further, the State Board for Community College Education has developed
criteria and procedures for capital catstruction within fhe various community
college districts, particularly through the Capital Pnalysis Model (GAM), the
Project Evaluation Guide (PEG), the "Policy aRd Guidelines Manual", wad the
"Instructions for Preparation of District Capital Project Request 1975-77

Biennium".

The Comncil for Postsecondary Education [fonmuerly the Council on EUgher
Education),on the other hand, has only recently under aken the development
of the "Institutional Roles and Missions in Mashington ,part II of which
deals with community colleges as a. part of the higher education system of
the State. Conpletion of that docmnent is not anticipated uatil late 1975.

b. Ob'ectivesandP1sfoip_animminitColleeCaitalDeveloment

The task of developing capital facilities objectives and plans for
the community college system of the State rests with the system itself.
The system has not developed a true long-range capital facilities plan.
The purpose of the coramunity college system's capital budget is probably

16°
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best expressed in the system's s a ed " ong-range capital plan" as
follows:

... to satisfy the facility needs of the colleges as
required by the delivery systems used to provide
educational services to the citizens of the state

The sta.:NJ and objectives" of community college capital
facility development are the operating "goals and objectives" of the
systen. 'Goals and objectives" related directly to capital facility
needs of the system have not been developed. The State Board for Com-
munity College Education had developed a matrix which they stated notes
those 'goals" that relate directly to capital improvement needs. For
example, it was stated that a serious need for vocational - and
a need for academic and support space would result fram Goal 1, Measure-
able Objective 1, which read:

Goal 1 Satisfy the educational goals of students

Measurable Objective 1 To increase the number of
occupational students who are
employed in the area for which
trained, or an allied occupation
six months after completing
requirements or achieving a
marketable skill.

or, Goal V, General Objective 1, statedly indicated a need for off-
campus facilities as %ell as a serious need for site development. They
read as follows:

Goal V -Ensure uat each district functions as an integral
part of the communi_,y it serves.

General Objective 1 To develop a role far the college
in the community that stresses ete
college responsibility pr the
development of individuals and the
community.

Nowhere loas it stated in writing the amount or degree of capital facility
construction sought for the system for any single campus or by any
particular time in the future.

c. CoIlegç

Capital facility development planning at the State Board for Com-
munity College Education level is primarily in terms of.projecting enroll-
ments and making distribution (or allocation) of those projections as well
as reviewing individual campus and district capital requests relative to

-9-



CAM guidelines. Planning for new OT expanded facilities is, for
most part, done at the local level.

Lihibit 10 on pages47 through56 shows by campus projected enroll-
ment levels and space availability by type for 1978 in relationship to
space needs expressed by the CAM standards. Based on the difference
in square feet between the space available and the space needs developed
through application of CAM standards (CAM gap) for the several categories
of space, local staffs make plams for additional or modified facilities
which would enhance the available facilities and provide for that ad-
ditional space justified by the CAM staadards. This local planning
generally involves consultation with local architects for ideas an ways
to most effectively incorporate new facilities into the existing campus.
The result of that planning activity is a set of prioritized projects
which are submitted to the State Board for Community College Education for
review, approval, and subsequent inclusion in the system's capital budget

request. The State Board does not modify any of the requested local pro-
jects wdthout involving the local staffs.

d. Govern r's Plannin and aud t instructions

The Governor expressed his intent that capital budgets be based
OD long-range planning when he issued his budget instructions for the
1975-77 biennium "State of Itilashington Program Decision System (PDS)
Planning and Budget Instructians" which required that eadi agency sub-
mit its long-range (ten year) plan, a capital improvement program (six
years) as well as its biennial budget request._ In addition, under special
instructions for higher education, iaclusion of certain enrollment projec-
tion and space data were required La prescribed format.

The Goveiuor's instructions require that the long-range capital
plan Lnclude a general description of capacity or area and the general
purpose of planned facilities. To develop such plans, the Population.
Studies Division of the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Nhnagement
is to be consulted to the extent that population data is required= The

capital improvement program is to translate the broad needs of the long-
range plan into a specific work program and sehedule. The capital budget

is to constitute the first two years of the capital improvement program
with specific projects prioritized.

Anal sis and Conclusions

As vas stated in the introduction to this section planning for
facilities development should be a long-range process, based on the
State's long-range educational goals, defining the measurable objectives
that provide a basis for measuring progress toward attainment of those
goals.

While legislative intent has been implicitly expressed wdth regaad

-10-
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to capital facility planning in the community college system, the
Governor has explicitly expressed his intent that current capital budget
requests be linked to intermediate and long-range plans.

Compliance with existing capital budget development directions
requires managers to take a good look down the road to determine potential
iequirements and where they would like to be at some future date and then
to develop progressive, sequential steps leading toward that end. The
community college system has not done this.

The State Board for Community College Education has based its
capital budget request on short-range enrollment projections (through
Fall yuarter 1978) to which it has applied its C.44 standards. The State
Board fbr Community College Education has not developed any objectives
which relate directly to its capital develupnent plans. "Goals arid ob-
jectives" contained in the system's capital budget request were the
system's operating "goals and objectives" which could be used as the
basis for establishing capital facilities development objectives but do
not serve as a suitable substitute.

The CM is the primary tool used by the State Board for Community
College Education in planning for future capital development. The model,
-which is driven by the ustem's enrollment projection, is intended to
provide equitable space development on the several campuses. Its space
standards are expressed as neither minium, maximum, nor optimal. They
are merely standards for evaluating quantity of space, by type, in rela-
tion to enrollment. Those standards do not consider quality of existing
space nor availability of off-campus space.

In order to avoid unnecessary duplication of activities and facilities
in future periods, it is necessary not only for each segment of education
to plan ahead, but also it is essential that an overall educational plan
for the State be developed so as to coordinate future development. The
Popudations Studies Division of the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal
Management has shown in its Public Common School Enrollment Forecasts that
starting in 1980 there mill be a steady decline in the number of students
graduating from high school. This potential enrollment decline along
with knowledge of the current shifting of emTbasis from academic to oc-
cupational training, makes it increasingly important that long-range plans
be developed so that, as we go through this transition period, we will not
be left with empty buildings or facilities not Suited for the efficient,
effective teaching of the programs in demand during future timeframes.

Ihe State Board for Community College Education has developed and is
prinarily utilizing the Capital Analysis Nadel for capital facilities
pdanning. There are three major shortcomings with this process:
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1 The Capital Analysis Nbdel, as its name implies, was developed

as an analysis model (or tool) to provide a means of comparing

space on the several campuses and allowing for equitable space

development on those campuses. However, the CAM is being used

as a standard as well as a comparative yardstick.

2. The CAM is driven by the short-range enrollment projection,

developed by the State Board for Community College Education,

which is a projection of enrollment allocations among campuses

rather than a long-range potential enrollment demand based on

specific population data and quantifiable objectives established

to meet the State educational goals or a predetermined level of

capital construction.

3. Since full implementation of CAM standards have not been

made on any single campus, validity of the results of the

model has not been tested.

Due to the lack of published long-range community college capital
facility development objectives and plans to achieve those objectives,
it cannot be determined whether facilities requested based on the current
planning process are compatible with future space requirements. AX this
tine aaly ane thing can be said with regard to utilization of the CPM as
a standard for determining future space needs. That is, continued com-
munity college facilities planning based to the current extent on the CAM
will eventually result in similar space types and quantities for campuses
with similar projected enrollments and enrollment mixes. However, it
cannot be said whether such space will be more than, less than, or optimum
to accommodate future needs.

lhe current community college system of planning for capital facilities,
can at best be called short-term. NO overall State Board for Community
College Education plan for such activities currently exists against WhiCh
progress can be measured.

Recommendations

Recommendation

It is recommended that RCW 28B80030 be amended to require the
Council for Postsecondary Education to:

a. Develop and maintain an owerall long-range plan of the needs
for higher ed&ation in the State of Washington that includes
a delineation of the role to he taken by the community college
system.

b. Review biennially and comment on the long-range (10 year plans
developed (or not developed) by the community college system
for the purpose of cairying out their role as identified in a.
above. 20



c. Review the community college capital budget request and
comment on its appropriateness in relation to the overall
long-range plans for higher education and the community
colleges' plans for carrying out their role in the overall
plan.

Recommendation

The State Board for Community College Education shall biennially
prepare a long-range (at least 10 year) student enrollment demand pro-
jection to be used in support of their long-range (10 year) capital
facility development plan. The enrollment demand projection shall be
prepared after consultation with the Council for Postsecondary Education
and the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Mhnagement with subsequent
concurrence of the projection by the Council for Postsecondary Educa-
tion and the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Mhnagement.

As a minimum, the enrollment demand projection supporting
documentation shall show by category a student program matrix as ap-
propriate but similar to the following:

Exhibit 2

SAMPLE MATRIX FOR DISPLAY OF ENROLL-
MENT DEMAND PROJECTION BY POPULATION
GROUPING

PTO rams

Recent
High School
Graduates

Middle-
agedRetrailer).-

Middle-
ages

Transfer 5,000 -0- -0- 50

Occupational 7,000 4,000 100 350

Continuing
Education 300 3,000 2 000 -0-

Community
Service -0- -0- 1,200 -0-

Developmental
or Remedial 900 50 -0- -0-
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Quantities shown in the matrix shall be supported by a statement of
the rationale used to develop the enrollment demand projection which
includes, but is not limited, to the following:

a. Documented quantifiable educational objectives in support
of the long-range educational goal;

b. State population figures used to support projections for
each age group, e.g., recent high school graduates, middle-
aged restrainees, middle-aged avocational, elderly, and an
explanation of changes in the ratio between state popula-
tion figures and the projected enrollees;

c. Data from the state Commission for Vocational Education
regarding forecasts of need for vocational training and job
opportunities supporting increases or decreases in the
number of sections offered for specific vocational courses.

Recommendation 3

The State Board for Community College Education should, after
consultation with the Council for Postsecondary Education and the Office
of Program Planning and Fiscal Management, document a long-term (10 year)
capital facilities development plan which is supportive of their educa-
tional objectives and supported by specific objectives and stanslards ap-
plying to capital facilities.

In addition to the capital dollars required to support the plan, the
plan shall also contain a ten-year projection (stated in current dollars)
of the operating funds required to support the community college system
incorporating the planned facilities and projected enrollment.

Recommendation 3a

It is recommended that the State Board for Community College Education,
in the planning for capital facilities projects, develop operating cost
trade and program impact trade studies as well as construction cost trade
studies. The results of these studies should then be used in the analysis
of proposed projects so as to provide for development of te most efficient
and economical facilities in the community college system. The intent of
this recommendation is that capital facilities development will be based
on overall economy and efficiency rather than limited to economy of original
construction or remodeling costs.

-14-
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B. OPERATIONS

1. rodu tion

Keeping within the scope of the audit, the operations function
reviewed by the auditor related to only those activities associated
with development and support of the capital budget request. Where
management had developed a plan, or established procedures, related
to the capital budget, we examined their implementation of the plan
or procedures to determine how effectively they achieved their in-
tentions. Where management plans or procedures were lacking, we
reviewed the resulting activities to determine how economical and
effective the resulting facilities were in meeting the need of the
community colleges. And, where the State Board for Community College
Education had established standards, we reviewed reported performance
to determine how closely it matched those standards as well as stan-
dards established by other states for similar type activities.

Findings

a.

The CAM is employed to evaluate adequacy of available space to
meet projected short-range enrollment demands. The CAM is composed
of space standards established for eleven types of space utilized by
the community colleges. These standards were developed based on
estimated area requirements for each space type as well as expected
utilization of that space.

The space standards, which were developed prior to 1971, were
a mix of equivalent standards from other states, existing levels of
space deemed to be adequate, and assumptions about what space would
be adequate. At the time of this audit, comparable space standards
were available from other states for only classroom, shop/lab, and
faculty office space. The State Board for Community College Education
had compiled utilization data on classroom, shop and lab space, but
had not gathered such data on any of the other types. Since utiliza-
tion data was available for only limited space types and there was little
evidence of evaluation of any of the space standards, this audit report
deals more with those areas for which such information was to some extent
available classrooms, shops and labs.

The enrollment projection used by the State i>oard for Community
College Education for its 1975-77 capital budget was developed by
the State Board for Community College Education and submitted to
both the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Nhnagement and the
Council for Postsecondary Education for agproval. This enrollment
projection included systemwide academic and vocational FTE control
totals. The individual district/campus enrollment projections used
in developing the 1975-77 capital budget request were developed as
follows:



The process of developing the individual district program
plans and enrollment projections involved a series of dis-
cussions between the State Board staff and the college
districts which ran from December 1973 through May 1974.
Those discussions included the identification of planned
vocational program starts, the expected impact of new
capital facilities aZready under construction, and the
estimated impact of any other changes in the demand for
district instructional programs. The discussions resul ed
in the development both an FTE projection series
for each district through fall 1978 that supports
the district plans to meet the demands for com-
munity college services, and fall quarter student
headcount projections for the vocational preparatory
programs currently offered or scheduled to start prior
to 1978. (Since this process is_basicallli an alloca-
tion o the control totals the district serzes do not

re en- a "demand o eca t but are constrained b
the system totals.) (emphasis added

The fall 2978 projections were used in developing
the space needs requirements for our capital budget
request. Because of the requirements of the Capital
Analysis Model, day-on-campus enrollment projections
for that year were generated in addition to the total
FTE projections. The day-on-campus projections were
developed based on the total FTE rowth allocation
to the district an assessment of the current time
- . . .

and locati.on pattern of the dz,stmct's enrollments,
and an estimate of the impact on that pattern of
program and facility changes planned between noW and
1978.* (emphasis added)

Future space needs are developed by application of the CAM to
projected Fall quarter enrollments. Enrollments for the Fall quarters
have historically been higher than those for any of the other three

quarters.

Review of the State Board for Community College Education enrollment
statistics for the school years 1969-70 through 1973-74 shaded that Winter
quarter enrollments averaged 95 percent of Fall quarter enrollments while
Spring quarter enrollments averaged only 88 percent of Fall quarter en-

rollments. (See Exhibit 3)

*From memorandum dated March 14, 1975 to John O'Brien from Earl Hale,
Administrative Assistant, State Board for Community College Education

2
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YFAR

1969

1970

1971

1972

197_3_

Five
Year
Av.

Exhibit

commoITY coLizu FINAL FTE ENROLLMENT

COMPARISON OF WINTER AND SPR NG UARTERS TO FALL QUARTER
FINAL WINTER AS i OF FINAL FALL FINAL SPRING AS OF FINAL FALL------,

Total Academic_ Occu ationa

_

Total

_

Academic

- -
Occu-ational

93

96

95

96

91

97

93

98

911-

97

96

99

94

5:3-

SO

90

87

89

87

85

88

82

90

87

92

9h

94

88

86

95 9 _ _

_ _.__

96 88 91

The CAM, in projec ing future space needs, gives consideration to
the fact that not all classrooms and labs will be scheduled for use each
hour of each class day. It further recognizes that each classroom scheduled
for use will not be filled to capacity. In addition, it is assumed that
facilities adequate to meet daytime scheduling needs will be adequate to
accommodate evening and weekend activities. Since facilities needs are
developed on the basis of daytime on-campus FTEs, it is assumed that each
classroom or lab is available a total of 45 hours per week (five days @ nine
hours per day).

The standards used in the CAM for development of facility needs for
classrooms assume that classrooms will be used 75 percent of the time with
70 percent of the seats occupied during periods of use and that labs and
shops will be utilized 60 percent of the scheduleable hours with 80 percent
of the stations occupied during periods of use. Utilization standards in-
cluded in the classroom and lab space factors are displayed in Exhibit 4
on the following page.

-17-



Exhibit 4

SPACE UTILIZATION STANDARDS EMPLOYED IN THE
CAM AS EXPRESSED BY THE STATE BOARD FOR

COMMUNIT! COLLEGE EDUCATION

Room Use

CLASSROOMS
I

LAB SHOP

-a-e
Level CAM -evel 4

Base
I Level CAM --eve-

Weekly Hours (1) 45 (23 33.75 45 (2) 27

Percent of Base 100% 75% 100%

Seat Use

Weekly Hours 33 (3) 23 27 (3) 21

Percent of Base 100% 70% 100% BO%

(1) Scheduled hours of use per room.
(2) Maximum daytime hours each room is available for scheduled use

each week.
(3) Maximum daytime hours each seat is considered available for

scheduled use applying guideline for room use.
(4) Guideline used in the CAM to develop space needs.

-18-

2 El



D the auditor that the following table, Podlibit 5,
listic presentation of the utilization standards:

Exhibit 5

SPACE UTILIZATION STANDARDS INPLOYED
IN THE CAM AS PERCEIVED BY 11113. AUTETOR

CLASSROOMS LAB/SHOP

gax.
Level

ax.
evel CAM Level CAM Level

45 33.75 45 27

mum 100% 75% 100% 60%

45 23 45 21

num

--- 51% 47%
48% 45%
45% 41%

mild indicate that facilities developed per the
accommodate, under the right conditions, as much
t for which they were developed.

ilizatian

te Board far Community College Education statistics
eighted averages, it was determined that in 1973 actual
ram a high of 64 percent of the CAM standards for class-
percent of the CAM standards for science labs. These
ab utilization data show a utilization high of 47 per-
percent when compared to the available 45 daytime

-19-
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The following Chart, Exhibit 6, shows sYstemwide weighted
average utilization data as developed from State Board for Community
College Education statistics of Fall quarter enrollment for the years
1971 through 1973:

YEAR

1971

1972

1973

Exhibit 6

ROOM UTILIZATION BY THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
SYSTEM FOR THE 1971, 1972 AND 1973 FALL
QUARTER AS DERIVED FROM STATE BOARD FOR
COMMUNITY OOLLEGE EDUCATION STATISTICS

GENERAL CLASSROOMS OCCUPATIONAL LABS SCIENCE LABS

Dalt Hours,

Use per
eek

% of
Stand. Max.,

49

47

47

Day Hours
Use per
Week

16

16

18

% of
Stand.

58

59

67

of
Max.

36

36

40

Day nurs
Use per
Week

% of
Stand.

56

56

52

% of
Max.

33

31

22

21

21

67

64

64

15

15

14

Exhibits 11 and 12 which can be found on pages 57 through 60
provide a campus by campus breakout of TOOM utilization data for the
Fall quarter of 1972 and 1973, respectively. The following table of
data extracted fram Exhibit 7 shows the highest and lowest room
utilization by room type:

2 8



Ibit 7

HIGHEST AND LOWEST REPOLTED ROOM UTILIZATION
FOR FINAL FALL QUARTER 1973 AS DERIVED FROM
STATE BOARD FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE EDUCATION DATA

Type of
Sace

No. of
Rooms

WEEKLY UTILIZATION
cf _ Trartni

Aver. % of CAM Utilization
Hours Standard Potential

Shoreline Gen'l Clas rooms 39 29 88% 64%

Edmonds Gen'l Classrooms 24 13 39% 29%

Peninsula Occupational Labs 26 96% =-9-

Olympic Occupational Labs 9 9 33% 20%

Highline 1 Other Labs 17 2 85% 5Lb

No. Seattle
Seattle All Other Labs 16 30% 1

Exhibits 13, 14, and 15 provide a graphic display of actual
Fall 1973 space utilization compared to the CAM standards and compared to
the maximum available utilization, i.e., 45 daytime hours per week.

Community college staff stated that one of the major problems in
achieving good seat utilization is that students do not like to sign up for
afternoon classes. Although this is recognized as a real situation, it could
be a self-perpetuating one if not controlled. If the community colleges offer
more choice classes in the forenoon to accommodate those students who prefer
classes during those hours so as to allow them opportunity for afternoon and
evening employment, etc., more students will gravitate toward forenoon en-
rollments. This situation is further aggravated by student preference for
attending classes in solid time blocks rather than having several heurs free
time between classes. Full curriculum offerings in the forenoon and only
limited afternoon offerings do not respond to that latter demand in such a
way as to encourage afternoon enrollment.

Data compiled by the State Board showed a higher rate of utilization
of both seats and rooms during the forenoon hours. However, that data
contained a significant amount of error thus making it impossible to determine

-21-

2 9



accurate utilization rates. Of the more common types of errors found
in the compiled utilization data were: the reporting of multiple
classes in the same area during the same time period and errors
in reporting seating capacities for instructional areas.

c. Co arison of CAM Standards With S andards Utilized in Other States

Standards employed in the CAM were compared to standards utilized
by 21 other states for similar space categories. The,detailed data
for all 22 states can be found in the apoendix under Ekhibit 16.
Data in Exhibit 16 also shows comparable data for laboratory space and
office space. Since there are so many variables in the laboratory
space standards, it does not appear feasible to calculate comparative
data. Space standards for faculty offices provide for a simple compari
The State of Washington is the sole State utilizing 100 square feet of
space per faculty FTE, which is the lowest comparable space allmance
of the 22 states reviewed. The following table has been developed from
the detail data covering space standards data for 22 states:

Exhibit

CCMPARATIVE CLASSROOM STMDJRDS

State
Hours Per
Week (1)

Percent Seat
Occt. an 2)

Net Assignable
Square Feet Per
Student Station

Washington 33 70% 18

California 34 66% 15

Average of
22 States 30.5 62.68% 15.57

(3)

The number of hours per week that it is assumed the average
room will be scheduled for use.

The percent of seating capacity whiCh it is assumed will be
scheduled for use in the average room during hours that the
room is scheduled for use.

The number of square feet per student station of assignable
space which have been adopted as a standard for determining
classroom space needs.
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The data in Exhibit 8 shows that the State of Washington is using
classroom space standards for comparative puTposes that are higher than

the 22 State average in the number of planned hours of use per week and
the planned seat occupancy during that usage. However, the State of Wash-
ington uses an average of 18 square feet per student station for classroom
evaluation which is uniquely high for all of the 22 states. The State of
California on the other hand has just recently completed an evaluation of
their system and, based on that evaluation, has adopted standards which
have the net effect overall of being the highest of the 22 states reviewed.

The following calculations show the standard net seat utilization
for each of the above iteus which were extracted from Exhibit 16 based on
a classroom with 300 assignable square feet.

300 square feet

AVERAGE FOR 22 STATES REVIEWED

19.26 number of student stations per
IS7757WPi56iStation 300 square feet of classroom space

19.26
x 30.5
5T776-7

587.67
x 62.68

368.35

average room hours per week
total seats available during planned use

average percentage of seat occupancy planned during
scheduled hours of room use
standard total seat occupancy per week

300 square feet
18 NASF per station 300 square feet of classroom space

FOR STATE OF WASHINGTON

16.60 number of student stations per

16.66
x 33 average.room hours per week
549,78 total seats available during planned use

549.78
x 79 average % of seat occupancy planned during scheduled hours of room use

384.85 standard total seat occupancy per week
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FOR STATE OF CALIFORNIA

300 s uare feet
per station 20 number of student stations per 300

square feet of classroom space

20

x 34 average room hours per week
680 total seats available during planned use

680
x 66 average % of seat occupancy planned during scheduled hours of room use
44.8 standard total seat occupancy per week

A comparison of the above data shows that the State of Washington standard
is based on an occupancy rate of 384.85 seats per week, a rate that is 4.47
percent above the 22 State average. California, on the other hand, expects
an occupancy rate of 448.8 seats, a rate which is 21.84 percent higher than
the 22 State average and 16.61 percent higher than the State of Washington.
The most significant fact about these standards is that the State of Wash-
ington is unique in allyding 18 net assignable square feet of space per student
station. As shown in the above calculation, the Washington standard only pro-
vides 16.66 student stations for each 300 square feet of classroom space as
compared to a 22 State average of 19.26 and a California figure of 20.

d. Reaction of Others to the CAM

Members of the staffs of the Council for Postsecondary Education, Office

of Program Planning and Fiscal Management (OPPUM) and House and Senate Ways
and Means committees were interviewed in order to obtain their reactions to

the CAM.

Overall, the reactions of those interviewed were more on the positive
side than the negative, with the general reaction being that the CAM was a
positive attempt to quantify space needs in a logical manner but that there
were still some bugs to be worked out. The comments heard in regard to the
CAM were generally addressed to the concept of the model and not toward the
acceptance or rejection of any of the specific assumptions or factors within

the model.

-24-
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Posi ive reactions of the following nature were expressed:

The CAM is the
space needs_

logical step to ard development of

The CAM offers considerably more visibility as to types
and amounts of space available per campus than did previous
systems.

3. Although the C
ing tool.

On the other haud, negative reactions of the following nature were
expressed:

not an vend-ail-, it is a valid budge

Detailed nrollment projections are not made far enough
in advance.

The facilities inventory should include, and the CAM
recognize, all available space whether on or off campus.

3. Capital budgets should g ve greater consideration to
quality of facilities.

Considerable praise was expressed of the State Board for Community
College Education staff for their efforts and progress to date in develop-
ing a tool which, it is hoped, will ultimately provide a means of evaluat-
ing capital facilities needs in relation to capital facilities available,
in a manner which will allow for visibility in appropriating and distribut-
ing capital development funds.

Although the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management staff
responded quite favorably in regard to our inquiry as to their reaction to
the CAM, 36 of the 38 community college projects included in the Governor's
capital budget request were randomly scattered in relationship to the com-
munity college system's priorities. (See Exhibit 17 on pages 65 through 68.)
The other two projects were projeas deferred from the 1973-75 request. It
was further noted that not a single project requested by the system for
Fort Steilacoom Community College wns included in the Governor's request
although according to CAM standards that campus is the least developed
campus in the system.

In response to the auditor s inquiry, the Office of Program Planning
and Fiscal Management staff stated that each project was considered on its
own merit and that the CAM data was only one item for consideration.



e. Budget Requests in Relationshi to CLAM S -:ed Needs

Analysis was made of some of the construction projects included
in the 1975-77 capital budget request to evaluate relationships of
space provided by requested projects with space needs as developed
per the CAM. The 1975-77 request included four projects which had
been deferred from the system's 1973-75 capital budget request plus
99 new projects. Of those, 103 projects, only one project which
would provide added space appeared to be substantially out of pro-
portion with CAM-developed needs. That request, which was a deferTed
item from the 1973-75 request, would provide 38,300 ASF of Learning
Resource Center (LRC) space at Highline Community College. That
facility would provide the Highline campus with 11,730 assignable square
feet (gr 44 percent more Learning Resource Center space than indicated
as needed per the model). The State Board for Community College Educa-
tion staff stated that this was due to the fact that CAM factors for
Learning Resource Centers provided primarily for library space only
and not for total Learning Resource Centor space needs. They went on
to explain that Learning Resource Centers should include areas for
individual or group use of audio-visual material, such as language
labs, which the current CAM factors did not include.

However, in that same capital budget request there were two ad-
ditional projects (one for South Seattle Community College and another
for Spokane Falls Community College) for Learning Resource Center develop-
ment whiCh would provide exactly the space requirements expressed by the
model.

The CAM places emphasis on those areas of space for additional
space needed. On the other hand, those areas in which space excesses
are indicated are played down. In several instances campuses were
shown to have space shortages of one or more types and upon review it
was found that those same campuses showed indications of excess of other
types of space which could perhaps be converted to meet, at least in
part, the expressed need. For example, according to the 1975-77 cap tal
budget request, Bellevue Community College will need an additional
1,600 square feet of faculty office space and 5,809 square feet of
maintenance and storage space by 1978. At the same time it appears
that they will have an excess of 496 student stations of classroom space,
8,790 square feet of administrative and student personnel services space,
7,084 square feet of physical education space, and 5,790 feet of dining
and student activities space. For additional examples of this type,
see Exhibit 18 on pages 69 and 71.

It was further noted that eleven campuses had requested capital
funding for projects which included increasing space of types for whiCh
they would already have an excess by 1978. (See Exhibit 9.) In some

3
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instances this was a result of reverting space back to its original
configuration since permanent space had come on-line to accommodate
activities temporarily housed there. In other cases, for instances
classroom or faculty offices were provided in new facilities to be
in close proximity to teaching stations, shops or both. While group-
ing spaces of related nature may be wise when added space of each type
is needed, to add space merely for convenience is wasteful.

Exhibit 9

BY CAMPUS SPACE TYPES PRCOECTED TO BE
AVAILABLE IN EXCESS OF CNA STANDARDS BY
FALL QUARTER 1978 YET WHICH WOULD BE
FURTEITR EXPANDED THROUGH PROJECTS INCLUDED
IN THE 1975-77 CAPITAL BUDGET REQUEST

1978 Projected
Excess

Requested
in 1975-77

Bellevue

Big Be 4

Classrooms

Vocational Labs

496 student stations

68 student stations

143 stu. sta.

13 stu. sta.
Maintenance/Storage 42,162 square feet 375 square feet

Centralia Classrooms 182 student stations 18 stu. sta.

Administrative and
Student Personnel
Services Offices 1,904 square feet 447 square feet

Clark Vocational Labs 474 student stations 16 stu. sta.

Everett Vocational Labs 42 student stations 17 stu. sta.

Ft.

Steilacoom Dining/Student
Activities 69 square feet 644 sq. feet

OlyinDic Learning Resource
Center 2,411 square feet 2,678 sq. feet

Seattle
Central Maint/Storage 13,752 squar- feet 5,605 sq. feet

Skagit Valley Vocational Labs 73 student stations 18 stu. sta.

So. Seattle Classrooms 117 student stations 56 stu. sta.

Spokane Falls Classrooms 460 student stations 140 stu. sta.
Faculty Offices 1,729 square feet 956 sq. feet
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f. Prioriti Re.uests

The community college system's capital budget request _o- the
1975-77 biennium states the system priorities to be:

grade; Loss of Capacity; Apprentice

High 21121:111: No Capacity; Off-Campus; Growth

Lower pLiEitz: Outdoor Physical Education; Site Development

The stated intent of this prioritization system is to give greater
emphasis to the improvement of facilities on older campuses. However,

it was emphasized that of continuing high priority is growth of the

system.

Community, or public, need is identified at the local district, or

campus, level. Attempts to meet those needs originate at that level
through development of proposed capital projects. The local districts

prioritize their projects to best satisfy their needs, the State Board
then assembles the bulk of those requests in accordance with the system

priorities giving recognition to the local priorities.

Several community colleges were contacted regarding the manner in
which they project future enrollments and enrollment mixes for the
purpose of projecting facilities needs by type. Although no one process

was applied universally, the major means employed was based on requests
from local citizens and industries, as well as students, for courses of

a particular type. Some colleges have outreach type processes through
which it was hoped to identify new areas of demand. None of those

interviewed indicated that any system was maintained to log unsolicited

requests.

The major portion of estimated costs of projects requested in the

1975-77 capital budget request are in the area of growth or growth-

related priority categories. Of the 101 projects requested, 37.6 percent

were in the "growth" category and five percent in the "no capacity"

category, for a total of 42.6 percent of the project which account for

59.4 percent of the estimated cost of the capital projects.

Conclts ions

The CAM, if used strictly as a means for comparatively analysing or

evaluating available space on the several community college campuses in

relation to established enrollment levels, is a mathematically reliable

tool. However, in that it is currently used in conjunction with short-

range enrollment projections which are ultimately negotiated as to local

totals as well as mix, it loses much of its validity. At its best, it

is only a short-range tool and, as currently composed, should not be

used as justification for capital expenditures.
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Although-the composite result of using Washington's factors in
the CAM results in a higher seat occupancy rate than using the average
values for the 22 states, there appears to be a considerable margin of
slack in the Washthgton factors. The 18 net assignable square feet used
for classroom standards is particularly high when compared to the 15
square feet utilized by the majority of states. In spite of the fact
that the Statt. Board for Community College Education formula factors
are loose, examination of space utilization data for the community
college system shows that both classroom and laboratory space was
being used at substantially lower levels than the standards employed
in the CAM. This situation results when using Fall enrollment figures,
which are the highest of the year. With lower enrollments during the
other quarters, the utilization rate is even poorer.

When you place the existing substantial under-utilization of
currently constructed classrooms and lab space in the prospective of
a decline La the number of high school graduates starting in 1980, it
appears that these types of facilities may already have been overbuilt
on a systemwide basis. However, the auditor is unable to determine
longer range needs for this excess capacity due to the lack of a long-
range facility plan (10 years ) or a long-range enrollment projection.

The auditor attempted to test actual seat utilization data by
looking at available data outside of the CAM and although provision had
been made by the State Board for Community College Education for gather-
ing room and seat utilization data for the several campuses and the
data was available, the procedures have not been refined to adequately
minimize reporting errors so the auditor was forced to abandon this
effort. In order to effectively evaluate the results of the utiliza-
tion of the CAM, accurate space utilization data should be available for
several reporting periods.

While a number of other states are using the model concept for
determining community college capital facility needs, particularly for
classroom and laboratory space, there was no indication that any of
the states reviewed had made any attempt to significantly tighten space
or utilization standards nor to materially improve actual utilization
rates. In that this is a relatively new concept in the development,
or projection, of space needs, and the standards employed by the several
states are relatively comparable, it would appear that there has been
a considerable amount of "bandwagoning" to date and little effort to
innovate. Therefore, it could not be stated at this time that any of
the other states reviewed had developed any methods which could be con-
sidered significantly better than those employed by the State Board for
Community College Education in developing capital facility needs.

Generally, the CAM has been applied in its intended manner to all
campuses. Only the one exception, discussed earlier, was noted. In
this respect the CAM was functioning as designed--to provide equitable
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space development among the campuses in relationship to short-term
projected enrollments. It is in that enrollment projection, however,
that inequitypight develop as the projection is more of allowed
growth than of demand growth. Since the enrollment projection is
the main driver of the CAM and the Community College Capital Budget
Request is based primarily on CAM-developed space needs, the request
cannot be considered to be a valid presentation of capital facility
need.

A5 a result of apparent over-emphasis on space types which,
according to CAM standards, will be insufficient to meet projected
enrollments and under-emphasis on those spaces which show an excess
space, the effort appears to be toward providing new facilities to meet
space needs rather than considering the alternative of converting cur-
rent excess space in the existing facilities. Also, off-campus space
availability is not included in the computation of space needs as per
CAM standards. Thus, the shift of an off-campus offering onto campus
will result in an indication of additional space need without evaluat-
ing the adequacy or desirability of the off-campus facilities to meet
student and program needs.

If the CAM, or any other model, is going to be utilized to justify
space needs, it is imperative that it recognize and evaluate the adequacy
of all available space rather than be restricted to space on campus.

The use of a model such as the CAM can be extremely useful not
only in evaluating space for equity of development among the campuses,
but also for evaluation of adequacy of available space to meet projected
space needs. However, in order for such a model to be effective it
must: (1) be based on a reliable projection of space need; (2) provide
a reasonable amount of space; and (3) consider availability, adequacy,
and desirability of all types of space within the community rather
than restricting itself to on-campus facilities.

The current practice of developing some facilities to meet CAM-
ex ressed needs and including in those facilities ancillary space,

faculty offices and classrooms in support of vocational shops
or labs, provides convenience; however,_ it can be wasteful. Long-

range facilities planning can limit, if not eliminate, such waste by
providing efficient development of space needs by type and location.

The community college system's method of prioritizing project
requests is good insofar as it gives recognition not only to system
priorities but also local priorities. However, several conditions
exist with the present system of which two might indicate that the
community college priorities are not consistent with those of either
the Governor or the Legislature. They are:
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1. Of the first fifteen projects on the St te Board for Community
College Education's priority list, only six were included
on the Governor's list of recommended projects.

2. Of these same fifteen projects the Legislature authorized
expenditures for only eight, including all six recommended
by the Governor.

3. The major thrust of the system's priorities is toward growth.

4. The local projections of need are not sufficiently documented but
rather are based on "feel" within the CAM guidelines.

The wisdom of such growth in the system, which trends in high school
graduations indicate a peaking out in 1980, is questionable. Although
the proportion of persons returning to school is increasing, the majority
of community college day-on-campus enrollees are recent high school
graduates. A decline in this segment of the population can be expected
to influence community college enrollments and could also result in a
shift in the percentage of students attending daytime versus evening
class.

4. Recommenda io

Recommendation 4

It is recommended that the State Board for Community College Education
review the standard factors that make up the CAM with the objective of
revising these standards so that they project a more realistic require-
ment of space needs.

Recomendat i on

It is recommended that the State Board for Community College Education
further develop its system for gathering space utilization data from the
several community colleges and then take necessary steps to ensure that
data is being accurately submitted in a uniform manner. That system
should include logic checks as well as data verification guidelines to
assure that data gathered for decision-making purposes is within acceptable
tolerances.

Recommendation

It is recommended that in light of the projected peaking out of high
school graduates in the early 1980s, which will probably be reflected in
community college enrollments, additional emphasis be placed on converting
existing space to meet campus needs rather than constructing new facilities.
In conjunction therewith, the State Board for Community College Education
should conduct a study to determine whether the reduced number of high
school graduates will result in significant shifts in demand for day-on-campus



and evening classes. Further, greater consideration should be given
to the feasibility of utilizing off-campus facilities in various
locations throughout the community to meet program demands as well
as provide greater flexibility and economy during periods of declin-
ing enrollments.

commendation 7

It is recommended that the S ate Board for Community College
Education submit, with each request for new construction of capital
facilities, a description of the most acceptable alternative solutions
to that space need through use of excess space on-campus or available
off-campus space. That description should include applicable cost
trade and program impact trade studies.

ndation 8

It is recommended that the State Board for Community College
Education evaluate their exisLing priority system to determine why
their recommended projects vary so greatly from the Governor's recom-
mendations. Once the determination has been made, the State Board for
Community College Education should take appropriate action to assure
that their priority recommendations are based on sound management
decisions and in conformance with an updated capital facilities develop-
ment plan.
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ENT REV EW FUN ION

roduction

The management review function consists primarily of a
?arison by management of the results achieved from operations
1 the planned activities and results that were established for
3oses of achieving the goals and objectives of the agency.
; function also includes the initiation of corrective action
re results are found not to be in conformity with plans.

Iings

State Board Review of Re uested Projects

The State Board for Community College Education staff have
ring degrees of involvement in the observation of capital
lect development.

In those instances in which a community college requests capital
is for remodeling or repair projects, the State Board for Com-
ty College Education's capital budget officer, accompanied by
!presentative of the Department of General Administration, Division
hg.ineering and Architecture for technical advice, will generally
the site to evaluate the need for such a project. Once the

[has been established, the State Board for Community College
ation staff become concerned primarily with the funding of the
ect. Contracting for projects is done by the Division of
neering and Architecture of the Department of General Adminis-
ion. The Division and, to varying degrees the college officers
see the work progress.

ha the case of new construction or development projects, the
is first expressed in the CAM and, based on those needs, the

1 community college officers and the State Board for Community
ege Education staff evaluate the specific projects which would

those needs. Again, the State Board for Community College
ation staff remain involved only in the funding and design stages
he project. The contracting for working drawings and the con-
ction activities are undertaken by the Division of Engineering
Architecture in consultation with the local community college
aers.

Mhen projects are completed to the satisfaction of the Division
igineering and Architecture, they are offered to the community
ge officers for their acceptance.



If the State Board for Community College Education staff
question the need for any proposed project requested by the_
colleges, they contact the local personnel in order to reach a
satisfactory resolution.

In essence, management review of the community college capital
project requests is to determine the degree to which those pro-
jects provide for CAM-expressed space needs. Primary emphasis
is given to close adherence to the CAM in hopes of ' roving" and
"selling" the model as a valid budgeting tool.

b. a -nt Review of In ut Data

The CAM analysis is made by the State Board for Community College
Education staff based on data submitted by the several districts
through the Mhnagement Information System (4IS). Although certain
checks are built into the computer programs, logic checks are not.
Input data is verified only on an exception basis. That is, if a
community college district submits a request for a capital project
which would provide more space than the CAM would indicate was needed;
or, if the district administration complains of overcrowding, the
State Board for Community College Education staff will review data
submitted by the district and perhaps request verification of any
which appears to be inconsistent. The auditor found during the
course of the audit that there was a significant rate of error in
reported data.

State Board for Community College Education staff indicated that
any plans for increased effort at reviewing input data relative to
space utilization had been given rather low priority. They felt
that the benefits derived from such review and verification of data
did not justify the effort, at least at this time.

c. Liana emen.4_oftheCAM

The State Board for Community College Education staff is cur-
rently reviewing the CAM elements. All classes or types of space
standards utilized in the model are being reviewed for adequacy;
however, initial efforts have been directed toward learning resource
center (LRC) space. Based on the outcome of the State Board for Com-
munity College Education's study, modification of the model will be
made where deemed necessary.

The reviews currently being made are primarily by statewide
groups of community college staff who work in, or in close relation-
ship with, the space type they are evaluating.



Analysis and Conclusions

State Board for Community College Education review of
capital project requests is currently quite broad. The major
thrust of that review is determination of degree to which
requested projects support, yet stay within, the CNM guide-
lines. The effort is to strictly adhere to the CAM in com-
munity college development in order to "sell" the model as
a capital budgeting tool. However, this approach assumes
that the CAM is a valid measure of need in its present folm.
This approach also fails to recognize exceptional circumstances.

The problem with this form of management review is that
only limited review takes place at the lead end of the process
and little review is made of end results in relation to planned
results.

Although provision has been made for compiling enrollment
and space utilization data and such data is being collected and
compiled, submitted data is not routinely verified to ensure a
high degree of accuracy. Mhnagement reports prepared from such
data then become of marginal value. The possibility exists that
as local districts become more aware of the lack of review or
use of data submitted, they become less careful of submitting
data correctly and the reporting system further degenerates.

Review of the CAM elements by groups composed only of system
staff who work in, or in close relationship with, the type of
space they are evaluating standards for does not provide for
sufficient balance. Those individuals are undoubtedly quite
familiar with the space needs in the areas in which they work,
however, they are also apt to be biased and set standards at
an extravagant level. In order to achieve some degree of balance,
it would be advisable to include in each study group a rep-
resentative number of members from other activities than those
under review.

4. Recommendations

Recommendation 9

It is recommended that the State Board for Cammunity College
Education review actual utilization of space, in relationship
to CAM standards Of utilization, based on actual day-on-campus
enrollments, to determine the effectiveness of the local ad-
ministration to achieve CAM utilization standards. The results
of such reviews could then be utilized by the State Board for
Community College Education in evaluation of capital project
requests submitted by the several community colleges and districts.



That review should include examination of space utilization
for all spaces for all hours and not be restricted to hours dur-
ing which space is assigned for use. Special consideration might
be given to effectiveness of space utilization during the after-
noon hours and efforts made to encourage better utilization
through higher enrollments during those hours.

Recommendation 10

It is recommended that the State Board for Community College
Education include in each study group evaluating the_adequacy of
the CAM elements a representative number of members from areas
other than that being studied, whether those members be from
other community college activities or from outside.



APPENDIX

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

See corresponding numbers in Section III Findings-Analysis-
Recommendations, which relate to each numbered recommendation below.
Those recommendations which are considered high _priority for implementa-
tion are indicated by an asterisk (*)

Completion or
ITE12mentation Date

PLANNING UTION

Recommendation 1

It is recommended that RCW 28B.80.030
be amended to require the Council for Post-
secondary Education to:

a. Develop and maintain an overall long- Complete by
range plan of the needs for higher August 1976,
education in the State of Washington and continue
that includes a delineation of the role thereafter
to be taken by the community college
system.

Review biennially and comment on the Complete by
long-range (10 year) plans developed August 1976,
(or not developed) by the community and continue
college system for the purpose of carry- thereafter
ing out their role as identified in a.
above.

c. Review the community college capital Complete by
budget request and comment on its ap- August 1976,
propriateness in relation to the over- and continue
all long-range plans for higher educa- thereafter
tion and the community colleges' plans
for carrying out their role in the over-
all plan.

*Recommendation 2_

The State Board for Community College Edu-
cation shall biennially prepare a long-range
(at least 10 year) student enrollment demand
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Complete by
August 1976,
and continue
thereafter



Completion or
ITplementation Date

projection to be used in support of their
long-range (10 year) capital facility develop-
ment plan. The enrollment demand projection
shall be prepared after consultation with
the Council for Postsecondary Education and
the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal
Mhnagement with subsequent concurrence of
the projection by the Council on Post sec-
ondary Education and the Office of Program
Planning and Fiscal Mhnagement.

As a minimum, the enrollment demand
projection supporting documentation shall
show by category a student program matrix
as appropriate but similar to Exhibit 2 on
page 13.

Quantities shown in the matrix shall
be supported by a statement of the rationale
used to develop the enrollment demand
projection whiCh includes, but is not limited,
to the following:

a. Documented quantifiable educational ob-
jectives in support of the long-range
educational goal;

State population figures used to sup-
port projections for each age group,
e.g., recent high school graduates,
middle-aged retrainees, middle-aged
avocational, elderly, and an explana-
tion of changes in the ratio between
state population figures and the
projected enrollees;

Data from the state Commission for
Vocational Education regarding fore-
casts of need for vocational training
and job opportunities supporting in-
creases or decreases in the number of
sections offered for specific vocational
courses.
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*Recommendation

The State Board for Community College Educa-
tion should, after consultation with the Council
for Postsecondary Education and the Office of
Program Planning and Fiscal Mhnagement, document
a long-term (10 year) capital facilities develop-
ment plan which is supportive of their educational
objectives and supported by specific objectives
and standards applying to capital facilities.

In addition to the capital dollars required
to support the plan, the plan shall also contain
a ten-year projection (stated in current dollars)
of the operating funds required to support the
community college system inEbrporating the planned
facilities and projected enrollment.

Recommendation 3a

It is recommended that the State Board for
Community College Education, in the planning for
capital facilities projects, develop operating
cost trade and program impact trade studies as
well as construction cost trade studies. The results
of these studies should then be used in the analysis
of proposed projects so as to provide for develop-
ment of the most efficient and economical facilities
in the community college system. The intent of
this recommendation is that capital facilities
development will be based on overall economy and
efficiency rather than limited to economy of original
construction or remodeling costs.

OPERATIONS FUNCTION

Completion or
Ialmentation Date

Complete by
August 1976,
and continue
thereafter

October 31, 1975

Recommendation 4

It is recommended that the State Board for- Complete by March
Community College Education review the standard 1976, and continue
factors that make pp the CAM with the objective thereafter
of revising these standards so that they project a
more realistic requirement of space needs.

4
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-commendation 5

It is recommended that the State Board for
Com-amity College Education further develop its
system for gathering space utilization data from
the several community colleges and then take neces-
sary steps to ensure that data is being accurately
submitted in a uniform manner. That system should
include logic checks as well as data verification
guidelines to assure that data gathered for decision-
making purposes is within acceptable tolerances.

Recommendation

It is recommended that in light of the
projected peaking out of high school graduates
in the early 1980s, which will probably be
reflected in community college enrollments,
additional emphasis be placed on converting
existing space to meet campus needs rather
than constructing new facilities. In conjunc-
tion therewith, the State Board for Community
College Education should conduct a study to
determine whether the reduced number of high
school graduates will result in significant
shifts in demand for day-on-campus and evening
classes. Further, greater consideration should
be given to the feasibility of utilizing off-
campus facilities in various locations through-
out the community to meet program demands as
well as provide greater flexibility and economy
during periods of declining enrollments.

*Recomnendation 7

It is reconwended that the State'BOard
for Community College Education submit, with
each request for new construction of capital
facilities, a description of the most ac-
ceptable alternative solutions to that space
need through use of excess space on-campus_
or available off-campus space. That descrip-
tion should include applicable cost trade and
program impact trade studies.

Completion or
hvlementation Date_

Complete by March
1976, and continue
thereafter

Complete by
Mardh 1976

Complete by
August 1976,
and continue
thereafter



Completion or

IT2121112natkEL111

Iecorrmi&tdatioji

It is reconmended that the State Board Complete byfor Community College Education evaluate their March 1976,
existing priority system to determine why and continue
their recommended projects vary so greatly thereafter
from the Governor's recommendations. Once the
determination has been nade, the State Board
for Community College Education should take
appropriate action to assure that their priority
recommendations are based on sound management
decisions and in conformance with an updated
capital facilities development plan.

MANAGE/4E1\ff REVIEW FLINCFION

Recommendation

It is recommended that the State Board for Complete by
Community College Education review actual util- May 1976,
ization of space, in relationship to CAM stan- and continue
dards of utilization, based on actual day-on- thereafter
campus enrollments, to determine the effective-
ness of the local administration to achieve
CAM utilization standards. The results of such
reviews could then be utilized by the State
Board for Community College Education in evalua-
tion of capital project requests submitted by
the several community colleges and districts.

That review should include examination of
space utilization for all spaces for all hours
and not be restricted to hours during which
space is assigned for use. Special considera-
tion might be given to effectiveness of space
utilization during the afternoon hours and ef-
forts made to encourage better utilization
through higher enrollments during those hours .

commendation 10

It is recommended that the State Board for Complete by
Community College Education include in each September 30,
study group evaluating the adequacy of the CAM 1975
elements a representative number of menbers
from areas other than that being studied,
whether those members be from other community
college activities or from outside.
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Y OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

Proposed legislation for sta

developed at this time.

langes have not been



APPEND X III

FISCAL EGACT

Total fiscal impact of the implementation of the audit recommendations
cannot be precisely determined, as this will depend on the future projects
requested by the State Board for Community College Education which ulti-
mately are approved by the Legislature. However, in order to demonstrate
how increased space utilization alone could result in considerable cost
savings, two tables have been included to show the impact of relatively
minor tightening of the standards for room and seat utilization and lab-
oratory space utilization. (See pages 44 and 46.) Then, based on the number
of student stations required in Fall quarter 1978, as stated in the system s
1975-77 capital budget request, the increased utilization data was applied
to space requirements for classrooms at Fort Steilacoom Community College
(one of the two campuses which were shown to be in need of added classroom
space) and lab space requirements at Shoreline Connunity College (one of
the campuses shown to be in need of added lab space). (See pages 45 and
47.) These applications were made at two levels of increased utiliza-
tion and the potential cost savings were determined by applying estimated
construction costs, as of July 1974, for the space types.

Further, it is recognized that relatively small additional costs
will be incurred during the planning stages if operating cost and program
impact studies are conducted, however, such studies will more than pay for
themselves in a relatively short period of time through reduced operation
costs and increased flexibility of utilization achieved through available
space.
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iarning Resource Center

Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management
Project Evaluator Guide
State Board for Community College Education

2. Definitionoftenis used frequently in this_ audit re

ASSIGNABLE SQUARE FEET:

ort:
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developed through implementation of the CAM
guidelines and the projected space availability
at that tine.

renc_

Building and Capital autlay Programs for 1972-73; Tennessee
Higher Education Comndssion; March 1972.

Physical Facilities of Colleges and Universities in the State
of Kansas for Fall 1972; State Education Commission; 1973.

Physical Facilities at Virginia's Colleges and Universities;
State Council of Hdgher Education of Virginia; June 1972.

Estimate of Construction Needs of Higher Education by 1980,
U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare/Office of
Education; August 1971.

5 6
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Space Planning Guidelines for the Public TroYear Campuses,
Ohio Board of Regents; Nay 1974.

Facilities Inventory and Utilization Study, So 1 Dakota
Commission on Hdgner Education Facilities; June 1973.

Capital Budgeting in Selected States; Rureau of Business
Research, Coliege of Commerce, University of Kentucky, 1966.

Planning and Management Ftactices in Higher Education; National
Forum on New Planning and Nhnagement Practices in Higher Educa-
tion, 1972.



PENDIX V

EXHIBITS

Exhibit No. tie

10-1 through 1978 Space Excesses (and needs) For the Community
10-10 Colleges Based an CAM Standards From State Board

for Community College Education 1975-77 Capital
Budget Request Volume 1

11-1 through
11-2

Room Utilization, Fall Qiarter 1972

12-1 through Room Utilizati n, Final Fall Quar er 1973
12-2

13 Utilization of Available Classroom (26 Community
College Campuses) From SBCCE Final Fall Quarter
1973 Utilization Data

14 Utilization of Available Occupational Labs (26
Community College Campuses) From SBCCE Final Fall
Quarter 1973 Utilization Data

15 Utilizatian of Available Labs (All Cther) (25
Community College Campuses) From RUE Final Fall
Quarter 1973 Utilizatial Data

16 Comparative Space and Occupancy Standards For
Community Colleges Froill 22 States

17-1 through 1975-77 Commun. ty College Capital Development
17-4 Projects Requested

18-1 thr -gn
18-3

By Campus Comparison of Areas of Space Needs and
Areas of Excess Space Mich Could Potentially be
,,anverted to Satisfy Those Nteds as of Fall Quarter
1978 Projections

Ens:

51-60

61-62

63-64

65

66

67

68

69-72

73-75



Exhibit 104

1978 SOALE ac6. (AD 1'0L115) Full 7Ht CIMAINITY
(1111.8r.;ES assp 1-AM 91Atn8a905 FROM :',TATE WHO
9011 11,184319179 1OLLE6e falllarl0s1 1875 77 1:4311/11.

810W NEWEST VOL1MI 1

BELLI

1973 Final Fall Qt,arter Inroll- (Acakrnio
lent of Pdy On-Ca:nor; FT-8 Stodents [locdtional

1978 Projected 1311 Qudrtnr (Acodrroic
Biro Unapt of La ly (11-1- arnous [Vocational
FTE Students

1,799
752

1,764
1,176

403
32

485
420

982
399

878
452

I of Pro)ected GI h Irom ikddernit ( 1.5) 9. 8 ( .5)
197 3 to 1978 [l'ocat ianal 96.4 33.8 30.6

Total Fall artar Fnr [1973 Actual 2 .542 789 1,228
of Lay 91-1-1.2.4..s FIL Stud 11979 Projected 2,940 905 1,330

I of Projecte,1 Total Day
1311.1:-SOWSZ 8T8 8111-01101P-AE 15.7 14. 7 8.3
Growth From 1973 to 1978

total Fall (4uarter arrollment 11973 AcLual 3,584 1,126 1,765
(1978 Ptojected 4,200 1,200 1,909

I of nojected Totol 0o1lot 17.2 6.6 8.2
1.3towth From 1973 to 1979

C.SROJM
Stent Stations 1975 seess (Short) 496 ( 0 182

Variance as .1 of 1978 OM Standards 43 ( 19 ) 33

I9rATIO911.. TABS
StoOrnt !.tatioris 1979 Excess (Short) ( 559 98 66

Variance aS 9 Of 1978 CANI Standards ( 9) 32 29

SCIESM LAIS
( 845) -- --197731_Ncess (Short) ASO

Variance as I of 1978 (AM Star,!ards ( 7) -- --
Student Station; 1978 1,cess ;Short) ( 13) 90 42

Variance ds I. of 1979 CAM Standards ( 6) 46 35

OIC3_11.ri OFFICES
(1,600) (2,900)----FITS-7-We go :81-,ort) A5O

Variance as I of 1978 CAM Standar& ( 10) ( Z
station= 1978 InEE's5 (short) ( 16) ( 24)

Variance as t of 1978 CAM Standar& ( 11) ( 461

.9114INI5TMTION ' cflalENT P W1ILFLSEL SalTIOS orricrs
8,790 (3,042) 1,909113713-17xce-ST. 03211-7,7,

Variance as 8 of 1978 CAM Standards 64 ( 56) 26

LEARNIN.11 ITTSOURCE crgrrn
1,225 (6,013) 4,025)---fmr,Isr

Variance as t of 1976 Cv-I lltandatds 5 ( 60) C 31)

SKILLS 1ABS
310 4,909 ( 249)iTIT8rtitcasa (Sho Asr

Variance as t of 1970 CAM Sndardn

rirrstcx 5111C.AT ION

10 271 ( 12)

11-978 -L-.tEiW(Brt) A5F 7,084 (12,670)
Variance as 8 of 1976 (3m Standards 26 ( 100)

PIM ARTS
---17a-T..ices5 (Shoo t ) A51- 7 85 1,739 1 694

Variance As 5 of 1979 cm sza _.L 43 33

MAINTWANCE/S-FORAGE
(5, ao9) 42,162 (3,361)137 erai.W'iMrt) ASF

varLar,ce as 1 of 1978 Ca.P4 Standards ( 65) 932 ( 59)

0101 MI/ 511 MINT An-rmirs
Asc 5,790 5,933 (2,529)

Valiance ms I, of 1978 C.A14 Standards 31 66 ( 25)

13.14.7VAIIRI1T)111.1 el

KCWI-TSRoTO AS; (4,483) 9,301 (10,825)
variance as 8 of 1978 CAM Standnrd, ( 30) 81 I. 1001

negative fi res

-51-
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Fahibit 10-2

1578 WALE J8ZE OVID 58EI9) C_

561.5193 04 CA34 SIXIIIAJII,S 14 STAVE IUMID
014418111 U__IL.P.C8 at RATION 1075 -79 (PITA),

1451t,L7 33.11,911751 V01.1_ 1

CI
11QUI4131A

8.'619

1973 Final fall Warrer riirol )toleolc
wilt of 16,y Cao-Ilarvos 1-11, Stu 9at [Voratioaal

1998 Project4ad rall Quarter (Academie
airollarent of Pay Clryeartg-ms [VcCJIL i01731
MT. Stialc-nti,

I of Projected C4,04111 fron Iricider,
1973 to 1978 [VoioI

1,178
892

1,190
1,1340

1.0
10.6

963
905

980
920

1,8
1.7

578
425

835
935

4 2,Z
120,0

Total Po 1 1 Qiurter frarol Loom [1973 Actual 2,070 1,868 1,012
OF Day on-li3riai5 FTE Studento [1976 Projected 2,230 1.900 1,770

t of Proj Cr i iaI TC,(III lily 7,7 1,7 7 4,9
On-CarAxLs FR Fnro1lerrat
Gc634h From 1973 to 1978

[oral Fall Qaartee forolltent [19 73 iUtual 3,017 2,652 1,808
[1978 Projected 3,300 2,967 2, 550

I of Projected Total Lnrollarnt 9,4 11.9 4 1.0
Growth Fran 1993 ro 3978

WV-35RMI
. -

TALCIont 7iLltin0 1978 tsce,_ (Short) 505 449 158

variar,2r at, 1 f 78 CAM Stan,jard5 63 00 20

3TC1113331°,1 1,3135
i-aft- La, s 197$ fxcess (Short) 474 77)

Variance as S of 1978 GAM Standards 91 15)

5015:47F IA85
C 1 ,0130) ( 420)-1978' 01 ott) .&,r

Variance as % of 7 M Standards - C 11) ( 4)
Stadvat Stations 183 8 l.a rev:, 3 5hur t) 101 I: 18) ( 7)

Variance as t of 1978 CAM Standards

l'Aatir 4_0711:VI
17l5--F---4coss -(Short 1 iVIF

55

000)

( 12) ( 5)

(5,930)
Variance as t of 1978 C9.415tandard5 4) ( 64)

Stat ioon 1978 Poo:esti (Short) 3 6) ( 59)

Vartvate as t of 1978 CAM Standards 5) 1.13 ( 56)

Ali3INIZMA4109 I5 S1110FIa l'IWINCEI, SMUT_ , 105
-1'67n-We, siT MoVi:). -: ..4.31 3,040 C 847) 377

Vat iarteC as 1 0 f 1978 CAM Standards 28 C 03 4

177639811; R1:1 II ip,i E CM LS
--11-71-17-46685-CI5I3Ort 1 AS1, ( 6,273) f 5,5923 7 807,. _

Variance as ', of 1978 WI 54. _ 34) ( 343 17

SKII.IS v,Iv;
--1171174c;:, (short) A5F 393 173) ( 340)

Variance as 6 of 1978 77/0.1 Standar-di

tuysiCAL 111417761104

)5 C )5) ( 14 )

-UT_ iTn-i--;5 (Tart ) ASF, ( 1,394) _0,092) 3,610
Variance as i of 1978 CAM Standards ( 6) ( 50) 19

FLO ARTS
(2 40) ' 866 (5,448)-1775-rjaress (4aort) ASF

Variance as t of 197 andar 31) 47 ( 93)

F1411917.9%9,cpt5r0KAGF
7,195 ( 2,996) ( 90631978 Mcos5-1Wirt) ASF

Variance as 'I of 1978 (AM Staodard, 96 ( 40) ( 14)

19NI34i/5170966'r Acr iv !TIM
-79-7-8-6--,55 18Tiort ) ASV

Variance as 4 of 1978 cAm 5taIard
6,094

43
2,700

19
(3.259)
( 24 )

Iliftr.,1111R11134
(2,735) ( 4,316) (10,517)

-4 E.84-os9- glor ASF
Vorianc0 ai : or 1078 l 5tam1ntU , ( 21) ( 35) ( 38)

MOTE; ( ) Denotes negative f 'mars

GO

-52-



Exhibit 10-

1978 sp.,;1:1 "...SUS (AND 61E05) 100.134E 111h112171FIT
(OLLEGv; oN G414 9'Ta90,4.108 01081 .505rE Wrap

C1338412411Y COLLFidE 8D0C/VrIoN 1975-77 CAPITOL
Bupurr REaurzi vOLIEE

fracr
)VTA:n. STEI1ACD14

GRA ys

i1A81938

1973 Final 1J3 Ck,jrtor 416511= (Academie
rent of- Day an-Campus FM Students [Vocatimal

1978 Projected Fall Quarter (Academic

Enrol (vent of Joy 00-Carpu5 (Votat

FIT Students

I of Projected Grceh From (Academic

1973 to 1978 Fotzt

Total Fall Quarter Enrollment (1973
of nay On-Claws FTE Students 11978

ional

junal

Actual
Projected

1,754
716

1,685
950

30 7

2,470
2,630

a 72
4 27

1 307
9

109.1

1,299
2,200

714
352

( 12,7)
47.0

1,056
1,066

I of Projected Total 17kly 6,7 69.4

On-Gar:pus FTE Enrollment
Crowth Fraft 1993 to 1978

Total Fall Qkkarter arulimqt 11973 Ptuo1 4 ,024 4,485 1,424
[1978 Prjoctod 4.000 4 9.21 1,502

I of 1'ij0ttd Total rnr llmeat (.6) 8 5.5

Growth From 1973 to 197)3

CIASSRCt3,4
-andi;iit Stations 1978 Etcess (short)

768 ( 600) 436

Variance as % of 1978 CAM Standards
25 1 71) 97

VOCATIONAL LASS 42 1 09 1 17)----Iliions 1978 Locesl (Short)
Variance as I of 1978 cM Standards

9 24 101

SCIINcE L$11.5 720) ( 3,640)
79-71MWas (-Snort) k90

Variance as I of 1978 CAM Standards
4) C 98) --

Sualcnt ::tations 1978 Excess (Short) 12) 56) 39

Variance as % of 1978 CAM Standards
6) 31) 39

FALIJLTY OFFias ( 1,700) 2,686

---rona- (Shor t ) ALF
Variance as 1 of 1978 GM Standar&

( 8) 79) 46

Stations 1978 Excess (Short)
( 17) 163) 16

Vdr iitilce as I of 1978 CAM Standards
( 11) 52) 27

N13111)4ISTRAT EST PI' 'EL OFFICES

--1-7 c 8 1,195 197

Val iat .i 5tailj3r.-25 I 1 1

LENIN I !C IJESCWEE C.E))/Tra71-97(g-fort) /OF 727 584)

Varimice as I of 1978 CIO Sttndatd0 3 3)

9811.1,5 LABS
1 849) 978 508

----197. 4,4CtrIS (TIort ) ASP

Variance as $ of 1978 CAM Stndnr.80 ( 30) 38 ZS

111YSICAL ErICATION
1978 12Xcess (Short) AST.

30,435)

Variance as 1, of 1978 CA4 Standards
471

FINE gas
MgExcess (Shor t ) ASF 1,464 5,410) 1,334

Variiknce Is % of 1978 ClaM Stand ils 211 82'1 2

RA1141-124Ats o
3,460) ,2261 .094)

1998 _A casa 1 MF
Variance _ a 1978 (9M Standards 1 42) 1 71) C 21)

DINIMI/S1103801T AcrIvIngs
2 ,039 69 1,467

--TOTA-4rWd5'14 (S5717KSF
Variance as I of 1978 (13.8) Stalabrds

12 - 14

13-FATEVAGUITOG 074
-(grort)

1,769) 000)
--Ig7I-E1oess ASF

VarianCe as 1 of 1978 CM Standards 13) C 100) ,

WM: ( ) Deno iv



Exhibi 10-4

1978 PAIN EccgssLs (wl) 3aEns) plIt THE CtflOJNI
tOLLEr.es (7,1111 ST4114.803 111(14 STA 14/.

FOR 11144JNIrr cottEGE Extorkm 1975-77 13AL
F0f1 it;V1 Agin-,

1.131.411.

091121 11.INE 1:11411141115

1973 Iia1 Fall Quarter Enroll- [Academic
ment of Itay Cm-Camptv, Fat Students [Vocational

1978 Projected Fall Quarter [Academic
Fnrollwent of Day tirn-Carepus [Vocational
FFC Students

1,186
985

1,820
1,129

1,803
1,183

2,020
1,575

732
636

761
1,017

$ of Projected Gr t-h From [Arat'elnic 7.9 120 4.5
1973 to 1978 [Vocat tonal 13.7 33,1 86. 2

Total Fall Quarter 123r311ment [1973 Actual 2,171 2,986 1,368
of Dig Ori-Camus MT Students [1978 Projected 2,940 3,595 1,822

I of Projected Total LkLy
tli-Carripus MI Farullment

10,1 20.4 33.2

C,routh From 1973 to 1978

total Fall Quarter Lnrolliuttit [1973 AC lila 1 3,721 4,347 1,808
[1078 Projected 3,970 4,735 2,195

$ of IfOJO000tI Total Lnfullmnt
t:rowth Frtat 1973 to 1978

6,7 8,9 21.4

CL,WIFtlyi
9 352 20717697eut Nfatouri 1974 Fces..J (Shoit)

Variance as $ of 1973 CM SLajulata(1 I 21, 31

VaL,IFimNAL Los
-.LITiT,TNit Otat !Cart: 1979 lacess (Short) 80 C 58) ( 195)
Variance as I of 1978 6'4%1 5tan030d, 14 7) ( 37)

SC.IIN(1: LABS
1978 FAcess (Short) 5,0 ( 1,300) ( 3,('I 55) ( 130)
Variance as $ .r 197p CAM Standord9 ( i(3) ( 19) -0-

Student laatt,o5 19:8 Etccis (9oi 1 0) 1 47) ( 2)
Variarwe at- 1 of 197) IR1 ank,lard, 1 8) ( 17) ( 11

1-N111.rf OFFICES
!On) AS14 1 4 600) ( 4 ( 5,,000)

Varianco as 3 of I tAkl OtirulorI 1 28) ( ( 423
Stations I - (Sliort) I 46) C 38) C 0)

Variance ;--,s I of 1378 CAM Standards 20) 1 22) it
AINII.siiIATIo,,: r, 511331 PI vON,NIL sEkvICIff5 orlIci'S

1,585 1 2,528) ( 2,088)1 9T8 lAcess Short ) a=7--
Val' ialiCC aS i of 1370 11A: I St a(dards 1,17 C 15) 1, 52)

IYAR3;1A1 118', ET)

---1-97-4-TC- ,r, ,t-- 1,259 7,1121 1,602
Variance (370 LII andards 10

SKILLS 11.11S
438 3,515 67517t7r_rie-ons .hiart) ,V.P

Variance as 1 ,,1 1970 CAM St0001uds 15 107 28

PHYSICAL EruoTtON
1 9,840) 14,961 C 282)1078 LAce!---7:,--(51Tort) 3.0

Variance as 1 of 1974 cAm standards 36) 47 3 1)

KIM: ARTS
157Traces5 ('bort) A.,SF C R 6,748 1,801
Variance as $ of 1(170 1j131 Staxidarc= 75 30

MIlunNANceigrutAv
4,986) C 6,432)1928 E:teess (1,1*M AF

Variance as I of 1978 I Stiondoido

rittimawnett-r ActIvITIEs

56) C 631 1 00)

Tin an,sa tsWi) xsr, 2 4 61 C 1. ,853) 1 1 ,194)
Variance as I of 1978 CM ItonidonlO

riTot1.rn-8T1 O.1

14 C 32) 9)

-----Pf(!j0 it) AU ( 12,583) 3 12,862) C 7 8513)
Variance as $ of 1978 CAM Standards 85) C

78)

) denotes nega e figurou



Exhibit 10-

1978 SPALS RAMSSTS (tM) NIOS) POt 1101 altruNITy
COLLBCVS &ASO Cal (7114 stronvuzlis rirsi srArK Imp
ROt ozemnrf ctuscg KIIK:ATION 1975-77 CAPITAL

RUEGLI RLQUa--.1 vuumn

NORII

1973 Final Fall cistarter Enroll- (ACademic

ment of pay Cit.Cmspus vm Students [Vocational

1978 Projected Fall Quarter [Academie

Enrollment of Bop th.Camuf. [Vocational

FTE Students

1 of Projected Growth From (Academic

1973 to 1978 [Vocational

1,349
970

1,450
1,546

7.5

59.4

1,341
452

1,643
579

22.5

28,1

533

707

32.6

Total Fall Quarter Enrollment [1973 Actual 2.318 1,793 533
of pay an-campus pre Students [1978 PrOjected 2.996 2,222 707

1 of Projected Total Day 29.2 23.9 32.6

OnCampuS FTE_Enroliment
Growth From 1973 to 1978

Total Fall Quarter Enrollment [1973 Actual 30243 30423 980
11978 Pojccted 40131 3,327 1,111

1 of Projected Total Enrollment 27.4 (2,8) 13.4

Growth From 1973 to 1978

SS0U14
Student Stations OM Excess (Short) 573 391 334

Variance os 1 of 1978 C.ANI Standards 56 39 315

VOCATIONK. LARS
-7r1.-A-i-IF-STTITions 1978 Ear -_ ( hOrt) ( 03) C 4) 258

VariWace as t of 1978 CA'I Stditd5

rctENC0 LABS

( 8/

(3 20)

( 1)

( 260)

73

( 520)1978-Excess (ShOrt) ASF
Variance as $ of 1978 CAM Standards 1 17) ( 2) ( 15)

Student Stations 1978 Excess 48) ( 4) ( 8)

Variance as % of 1978 CAM Standa, 20) ( 2) ( 12)

EUTIM OFFICES
19-713-65(Short) ASF 14,098 00) ...

Variance as 1 of 1978 CAM StandardA 80 19) ---

Stations 1978 Excess (Short) 74 1 31) 1

Variance a= % of 1978 CAM Standards 4 C 26)

AWINISTRATION S STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICE.. OFFICES
(7.944) (1.444) 1,291

1978 ExCess 1.

Variante as 1 of 1978 CAM StandardS ( 57) ( 13) 30

LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER
13207 2,411 4195r6TeFfrASF

Wiriance RS 1 Of 1978 CAM Standards
57 14

SKILLS LABS
---igWess (8410 ) ASF (2,998) 8.798 174)

Variance as $ of 1978 CAM Standards ( 100) 337 12)

111V5iCAL EOUCATION
-1978 romeil (Short) ASF (27,224) 3,772 898)

VarinnCO LIS % of 1978 CAM Stanaards ( 97) 17 100)

FINE ARTS
11778 rAco8s (Short) ASP 5.972 .493 . 2,

Variance aS 1 of 1978 CAM Standards 75 83 1 0

MINTEA4Ce/sToilaC0
1-07W-tZar-(Wirt) ASE 25,41S 2,052)

Variance nS 1 af 1978 CAM Standards
294 28)

PINING/ST=1a ACTIVITIES
2 60

24

370)

28)
531)

E, _- 1

Variance nS i Of 1978 CAM Standards
04)

TigoknLAInwrortum 4740) 0 , 578) 7,070)
1978 ixecss aort) IV&
Variance as 1 Of 1978 CAM Standarda

32) 81) 100)

NOM fldnnot egativ

-55-
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Exhibit 10 -

1978 SPAC1 LKEV;cES NEP%) 6011 NO (TIFUIIIIY
EGES EXmil (IN I All 6TAN1141115 PR)I STATE WARD

FOR LLM4INITY COLLEGE EDUCATION 1975-77 canAL
rax;Er REQUEST VOIAILE 1

PENIN:111A CENTRAL SI 1

1973 Final Fall Quarter Enron- Wade:nit
mit of hily Op C-43MILS -111; Students [Vocational

1978 Projected Fail warter (Academic
Enrollment of Day En-Campus [Vocational
FM Students

1 of Projected Growth From Ikademic
1973 to 1978 [Vocationa 1

Total Pa11 Quarter -lima 11973 Actuel
of Day OteCrimpos FF12 _tudents [1978 projected

1 of FrOjected Total Day
On-Campus FEE Enrollment
Growth From 1973 to 1978

Total Fall Quarter Enrollment (1973 Actual
[1978 ojrotd

Projected Total Enrollment
.._ wth From 1973 to 1978

423
271

450
314

6,4
15.9

694
764

10.1

1,042
001I_,_

_

1,771
1,827

2,284
2,332

29.0
27.6

3,598
4,616

28.3

1,531
1,842

5,6

2,716
1.063

2,800
1,300

3.1
22.3

3.779
4,100

8.5

4,614
4,864

5,4

CLA.S.19114\1

[

1

1

165
56

28

---
-=-

1)
1)

---
---

910)
13)

9 12
11

no
9

199
t

113)
4)

,312)
61)

1) _

3,207)
42)

1,199
75

533
46

( 600)
( 33)

Inn)
2 45)

7 63
28
33
12

14,023
69

8 4
27

725
19

1 7'' 0291
99)

_7,752)
112

3091
1)

1 742)
C 98)

(
(

[

(
(
(

1

1

C

171
10

314)
14)

34)
127)
40)

6.200)
21)
62)
271

6,209
34

.301)
15)

1 )277
36

978)
8)

5,287)
13)

5 ,105
50

818
3

51)

--,--cal--ront It driers 1073 Fxress (Slo
Varianca a-3 i of 1978 p.AM standards

VOCATIONAL 1AES
7-tudent tations 1978 Face,s5 ._r

Variance a5 1 of 1978 CAM S1uirIirds

': IAR5
I -----(Fss (Shor ) ASF

Sir. a me as 1 of 1978 Cr141 Standards
StUart StIti Oti% 1978 Excess (Short)

Variance on S of 1978 (3114 Standards

FACULTY OFFICE:5
175-EaCci55 (short)

Variance as 1 of 1978 CAM Standards
Stations 1973 EXCaso (Short)

Variance as i of 1978 CAM Standards

AININIST1611I09 1 MOULT PE.RSONICL SERVICES OrviErs
11578 rxris Mart) ,S,10-

Variance a5 1 of 1978 CAM Standards

LEARNT Lt1 RPlOI MCI: CE,1Fl11s sS19711 Exces (hort) AT,
Variance a5 1 of 1078 C111 Stiadarda

SKILLS GARs
117PrFiCost; (Short) ASP

Variance as 1 of 1978 (1t'I 5tandards

TIKSICAL MUCAT1044
11773-17teT417ort) AST

Variance as 1 of On CAM Standards

FINE ARTS
197-5 Excess (Short) 4,..si,

Variance as I of 1978 caFi s ars a

MAINTThissicEMort4sE
--TM Exee-si- (Short) &SP

Variance as 1 of 1978 CAT Stwadards

DININC,M1 mayr ACTIVITIES-197t) ASE
VarialicC a I Or 1978 CM StLir Lb

3.1:A__. TT-Ell MOM
1-9-78Ices!T Mall) Mr

Variance as I of 1978 (.71,9 St'

( r'iotas n



1978 SPACE EXCESNCS (AND NERDS) rku THE COteNNITY
°DUKES OASFO ON CAM STANDARDS FROM sTArm raw

rrikfledli COLLCCE MtICAEHW 1975-77 (w.ITAL
mow HEMS-I Vain% 1

SKAOIT Form
_

1973 Final Fall orter Duoll. [Academic
went o( Day (Al-C4miata 1211 0 aldent5 [Vocational

19711 Projected Fall Otmrter [Academic

Enrollscot of Pay Cal-Can-xis (Vocational
F11, Students

1 of Projected (ontO From Academic
1973 to 1978 (Vocational

Total Fall uartcr throllment (1973 Actual
of Day On-Campus HE Students [1978 Projected

Projected Total fily
in-C 111 1nro11ment

owth From 1973 to 1978

707

470

700

465

( 1,0)
(

1.177

It165

231

580

379

l.o89

64,1

189,7

811
2080,

153.7

495

2,981

622
3,696

25,7
24,0

3,476
4,518

24.2

ThraI 1.1-111 Quarter 11u-o1 ls-rot 11973 Actual 2,230 1,629 4,761
11978 Projected 2,263 2,507 5,559

i of Projected Total Enrollsent 1,5 53.9
Growth from 1973 to 1978

CLAU0I
--17,-risrlrnt Station, 1978 KW-0,7,5 (Short) 439 117 843
Variance as 1 of 1978 CAM Standards 96 26 96

VOCATIONAL LARS
---7761,L.Tilt Station 1)78 Ix ccx I Short) 73 ( 294) ( 384)

Variance as I of 1078 cAm Standards 'it ( 24) 1 21)

50.180178 LARS

---T87-8 Facess (Shor) ASF , --- 1,890)

Variance as 1 of 1979 CAM StmAdards ,. 281

Student Stations 1978 Excess (Shott) 20 16 1 89)

Variance as I of 1978 CAM Standar&

FACHLIT OFFICES
I 600) (13 700)----,0-711W(Short) ASF

Variance as 1 of 1978 CA51 Standards 10) ,, 46)

Stations 1978 Excess (Short) 6) 71) 1 1371

Variance as t 0( 1978 CAM Standar& 9) 54) 49)

ANMINISTRATION & !TIMM PFRSOANEL SERVICFS OFFICES
42) 1acess I torn- MF

Variance 35 i of 1978 0121 Sundara

LEARNING RrSOORCS CRW_
NM b1c0,55 (short) ASr 769 1 17 (11,9) 2)

Variance as i of 1978 CAM Strtndard6 6 00 ( 39)

SKILLS 1A118
664 2,519) 9 558)1978 Excess (Short

Variance as $ of 1978 A Standards 32 1 100) 1 15)

PHYSICAL EICCATION
( 3,614) ,413) 13,347)--TtrilrUcetr,5,.ler tj A.OF

Variwice Os I of 1978 CR4 Standards C 241 100) 1 56)

FIN1 AIM .

_xce5s (Slort) ASF 835 1 6,353) 1 5,807)

Variance as % or 1078 CAM Standards

n

17 9 1001 100)

C055 1 r ASF C 1,149) 3,636) 11,4133)

Variance Ito 1 of 1978 CAM Standards 1 22) 51) 99)

DIN1)95/S11.IDINT ACTIVITIES

17711 EZEM-Thort)- Pa
variance 25 1 or 1978 CAM Standards

583
5

, _,1 9 8001
66)

( 2,556)

10

W9STI41 AuTgromium
780) 9 12.648) 8,295)8 Excess (Short) ASF

V2 1anco as 1 of 1978 CAM St --a 9 27) 1 100) 1 100)

NJTE: ( ) denotes nog "Ar



Fxhibit 10-8

1978 SPA1I: toccEssFs (mo N8Fv5) 11414 attipqm
CIALFGES 545=1 UN CAM STANDAJIDS PitUsl STATE- HOPP
FOR CO*1.1111TY COLLIEGE suicarim 1975-77 CAPITAL

1)(011D1 Rimnr foliK

SPOKANE
FALLS TA

WA1JA
vallA

1973 Fioal 011 quarter (Stroll= (Academic
merit of Pay (1i-Ca6vi8 m Students [Vocationa]

1978 Projected Fall Quarter (Academic
Enrollment of Day On-Camos (Vocational
M Students

I of Projected Ur_ th Fawn (Academic
1973 to 1978 (Vocational

1,879
837

2,233
1,758

18-8
110.0

1,980
028

7,108

772

6.5

15,0

630
558

850
850

31.9
57.3

irtor InvolEment 11973 Actual 2,716 2,608 1,188
0 Day f13-Caioais 111: Students 11978 Projected 3,991 2.830 1,700

I of Projectod Total (Aly
or1-camu8 Fr8 Enrollment

400 8.5 41.1

1;roiwth From 1973 to 1978

Total fall Quarter fnrollmrnt I 1.1 4 Situ 1 3 18 3.669 2,015
(1373 Projctd 4 0 3.675 2,400

1 of Projected Total Enrollment 9.6 .2 19.1
C,rOwth From 1973 to 1978

q.,t;siarei
---1Iiarzjn 5_ floic 1975 ocss (Short) 460 376 757

Variance 88 1 of 1973 CASI S andards
31 30 43

WC:ATMs% LA86
---.477007-,nt-S1 ons 1978 Excess (Short)

1 282) 38)
Variance lo., 1 Of 1978 CAM Standards

t 37) 2 1 9)

SCIENCE LA85
---7.;(0-7A7tesi s 4 20 ( 2, 0)(Short) XST

Variancr a= 1 of 1978 (.2M Standard= 341 1 14) ...

Student Stations 1978 Excess (Short)
5 107; 361

Variance 35 1 of 1978 CAM Standards 34) 5 161

FACULLY OFFICFS

To7raT.7(sh ASP 1,729 4,075 1 7,000)
Variance as 1 of 1 7 CN1 1 rds 8 26 5 1)

Stotiont 1978 Excess 100) 8 20)
trarianeo ,° i of (972 C_V! Sti:ri2ar7s 43) 5 20)

AININISTRATION 8 Sa10D54E PERSOWEL simicEs nFF10ES

9,609)
5 4 2.8171-978 [IsAe7,7 (Mtorc)='-ar-------

Variance a-, I of 1922 CAM Standards
1

3) 3) 146

LLMNINC osavil CFTpjt

1
1 7) 10,0141-97W-E7scess lla[ort( s)

Variaace as i of 198 CAM 5tandaids 46

SKILLS LABS
1978 Ficess (Short) &SF .2,672 0 007 5 1101

Variance as 'tor (978 CV 5tandard5 76 105 5 5)

PiNSICAL FDUCATION
1978 FAcT.:KrTrort) . 2,773 (11,716) 1 19 ,900)
Variance as 1 of 1978 ff2 5t111iiJartjO 7 5 44) C 100)

DINE ARTS
---177717.xceSS (511_ ) Asr 1,563 3,744 1 2 .325)

Veriarice as 1 of 1978 CAM 5iandnrd5 16 42 5 41)

14AlrirmArcu/nomat

1,967 7) 5 4,400)---TW-Excess (Short) ASP
Variance a5 1 Of 1978 CAAI S dardS 18 69)

DINING/911i:211C AOrPlITIES

1,891) 2,102) 300)---1-15Trgicos5 (56r1) ASV

variance as I, of 1978 CAM Standards C 8) 5 12) 5 2)

114-8Alli±94rul1(fRri91

3,512) 9,729) 1.750)-197 Nev14 TrKort) Asr8

Variance tIN 1 of 1978 (AM Sttlllsrdn 5 21) 5 67) 5 1(10)

note= nega ive 004ros



Exhibit 10-9

1078 SPACE EXCOLSEs (1611 Nana) Fill ThI (0042Ni1 t
COLI.KEtS liaSso irJ CAM 81AK911111+5 FROM rGATE WAY,I)
FOR arMUNITY COLLECI EnurATIon 1979-17 (ANTAL

148CEr )=263FF3r Vo(304E 1

10 -111391. Mi\1111,1

1071 Final Fail Quarter lairoll- lAcadianic
men'. 9( May On-Campus n'E Students [Vocational

1978 Projected Fall Quarter [Academic
h14011scnt of pay On-Ca05u5 (vocational
Ilf Students

1 of Projected Crowth From (Academic
1973 to 1978 [Vocational

Total Fall Quarter Inrol]ment [1973 Actual
oi Ex On-Campus TE Students [1078 hjectcd

H87
:83

814
3H3

(

1,170
1,197

=0-
-0-

-0-

=0-

1.541
091

1,660
7M

8.0
29.4

2,102
2,391

1 uf o.,jocrod 7,4141 Day
flo-campos Ell Enrollirent

2.3 13.7

Growth Iran 1973 to 1978

lots] Fail Quarter Larellannt (1973 ktua1 (,598 525 2,820
[1970 Projected 1,663 1,030 3,124

1 of Projected Total friMlIment
t;rosroi From 1973 to 1978

4.1 90.2 10.5

,-Sita214
1Stiiifir4 Stations 1078 Excess (1.111ort) 29 - -

Variance as 1 or 1978 (AM Standards

vccdm ()NAL WIS

09

SILKILACTtintions 1978 ExCesS (cOort) 11 -0- 187

Variance as 1 of 1978 ChM Standards 6 =0= 52

SC1117XF 111163

-1-06-Eii-Jso
( 1

(

=0- -0-

-9-(Sli 336

Variance as 1 of 1078 CAM Standards ( -0- 24

stodervi Stations 1978 UCCS5 (tilwri) ( i) 0 12

Varlanoo as 1 of 1970 (RI standard5

FAcum OFFICES
--T8racT7r(011ortf Mr 800)

Vari$40 As 1 of 1978 CAM standards 10)
Stati.= 1972 88.7746 (ShOrt) C 81 =0= 16

Variance as 1 or 1978 CAM Standards 12) -0- 12

AIT4IN!SA'LST)ON & 531J5j7ff PhtR3l1'-JNEL 111010ES OF ICES
3,732 0 8,730to

Vor I of 1978 ChM standards 55 -0- 71

LEARIIIMa 9.(501110E CEKIIII
---TP7S-Lia-i7C-Tgair-ASF 6,133 =0= 2,797

Variance as 1 of 1978 CAM Stanoards 50 -0- 14

SKILLS UM'S
107TryTeeS$ (Short) AS r 278)

9AriancA At 1 Of 197 1.61 Standards 10)

.1. 5f711G31lo0
( 7,326) -0- 4,098,197sort)

- ' _078 CAM Standards ( 10) -0- N

FIM ARTS
IRTMecss (9ort) ASF 3,270 -0- 6,049

Variance as V of 1978 CAM Standards Lj -0- 99

13

2.845 3,547)s c r ) ASE

_i_ce as of 1978 CAM Standards 53 =0= f 401

DI ntr/STIF0ENF ACTIVI7m9
17§_71FgFeWTS1a7)C0-75F 601 ,100)

Varianco as % Of (978 (AM standards

n11 Pln3flTRfl4

0

C 9 1 4

38)

-coos ort) AsF
_Yarionco at of 1078 !JSM Standard $ 0 0- 6

) denotes negative figures

-59-
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Exhibit 1040

1978 !RACE MESSES (OD s9951
LULLFGES SASED ON CAM 51:41WPA34tS FININ

almore mum fflaWATION 1971-
WOOF ItSAIETr 1

Nny
Am WARD
CAPITAL

sysfuliqpn
ToTas

1973 Final Fall QUarter Enroll- Wadpmic 29,478
merit Of Day On-campus rit Students [vo,catiall41 19,815

1978 Projected Fall Quarter lAcadomic 32,441

Unrollment of DaY (11-Caffrus procarionAl 27,948
FTE Students

t of Projected Cr 'l Ii From [Academic 10.1

1973 to 1978 pltioal 40.8

Total Fall Quarter Fairol_mon. [1973 Actual 49,323
of Day On-Fampus IIV Students 11978 Projected 90,389

t of Projected Total ljay
al.campus FTL NIFoliwnt

24,4

Growth FroM 1973 to 1978

Total Fall Quarter Lnrollment 11973 Actual 76.

of es. ed Total Erol1omnt

[1978 1Wdected 114,__

h From 1973 to 1978

7i711; I ) denotes negative figures

-60-
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Exhibit 13

UTILIZATION CW AVAILABLE CLASSROOMS
(26 COMMUNITY OOLLEGE CAMFUSES)

From OCCE Final Fall Quarter 1973 Utilizatio Data

V.
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Exhibit 14

UTILIZATION OF MAILABLE OCCUPATIONAL LABS
(26 CMCNITY COLLEGE CATUSES)

From SBCCE QuartetFinal Fall 1973 Utilization Data.
.
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Exhibit

UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE LABS (ALLCnhTB)
(25 COMMUNITY COLLEGE (AMPUSES)

SBCCE Final Fall Quarter 1973 Utilization,paa
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-xhibit

COMPARATIVE SPACE AND OCCUPANCY STANDARDS
FOR COMMNITY COLLEGES FROM 22 STATES

CLASSRO 0 I. S

Hrs %

Arkansas 30

California 34

Colorado 30

a 30

Illinois 30

Indiana 30

lowa (St. U.) 30

Kansas 30

Kentucky 1

Montana 30

Nebraska 30

Ohio 31

Oklahoma 30

aregen 30

South Carolina 30

South Dakota 32

Teanesset 30

Texas 30

Virgin a 30

1:F4shington
33

West Virginia 30

30

Wan 30.5
High 34
bow 30

LABORATORIES F LlY OFFICES

Hrs_ NASF (3)

WT(1) High low Faculty Fro.

60

66

67

20 80

25 85

20 SO

60 16 20 SO

60 15 20 80

50 IS 20 75

60 14 20 80

60 15 20 SO

66 15 22 85

60 20 SO

65 15 20 80

67 17 20

67 16 24 80

20 SO

60 15 20 80

65 17 IS 80

60 15 20 80

55 15 20 60

67 16 20 80

70 18 27
SO

67 20

67 16.5 24 80

62,68 15.57 20.65 78.33
70 IR 25 SS
50 14 20 66

Ntr4,er of hour8 per week rooms will be scheduled for use.

(2) Perogfit of student stations %filch will he occupied s.itila roc

able square feet per stotion. 17IA5F)
a cr s ns

SO

200 30

70 47

55

250 30

67

120 20

160 32

60 35

30

75

144 48

160 52

150 30

180 32

60 30

120 45

200(4) 35

72

--

are scheduled for use.

110

140-160

168 (inc. service
and cmiference)

13.7/FTE enr011ment

135

140

150

142

160

110

140

140

140

162

100

135

138.8
168

100

* 1973 final fall utilization data for the Washington State Canmunity College
system show actual utilization to average 21 hours per week for classrooms,
18 hours per week for occupational labs, and 14 hours per week for sciencelabs. (Also, see Appendix 12.)

For purposes of comparison, lab space and utilization standar& ilave been
combined; however, Washington State Carmninity College System separates oc-
cupational labs froM science and other labs. (Also, see Appendix

-68-



Projects
Included
in
Governor's
Budget

Exhibit 17-1

1975-77 COMMUNITY OOLLEGE WITAL
DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS REQUESTED

Projects
proved

by Legis-
lature

SBCCE
Project
Priority
Number College oject

1

2

3

4

5

Highline
Seattle Central

Peninsula
Ft. Steilacoom

Walla Walla

Utility repair
Broadway remodel

fine arts)
Maintenance
Arts, class oom,

office
PE building

6 Big Bend PE building
7 Spokane Falls Air-conditioning
8 Centralia Remodel
9 OVTI Vocational

10 Clark DP remodel

11 Shoreline Music building
12 So. Seattle Student/office/voc.

LRC/arts
13 Green River Maintenance
14 Whatcom Mobile unit- staging

building
15 Yakima Valley Sunnyside mul

purpose

16 No. Seattle PE building
17 Deleted
18 Olympic Remodel-handicapped
19 Everett Greenhouse
20 Clark Auto & tech. remodel

21 Yakima Valley Closed circuit TV
22 Big Bend Vocational remodel
23 Ft. Steilacoom PE locker expansion
24 Edmonds Art/voc/student act.
25 Columbia Basin PE remodel

26 Lower Columbia Vocational
27 Tacoma PE addition
28 Spokane (M). Vocational
29 Olympic Residence purch/remodel
30 Wenatchee PE additian

-69-
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Exhibit

1975-77 COMMUNITY COLLEGE CAPITAL
DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS REQUESTED

Proj ects

Included
in Pro j ects

Govei tor proved
Budget by Legis-

ture

SBCCE
Project
Priority
Number Col Pro'ect

31

32

33

34

35

Everett
Bellevue
Highline
Clark
Olympic

36 Walla Walla
37 Spokane (M)
38 So. Seattle
39 Skagit Valley
40 Edmonds

41 Bellevue
42 Walla Walla
43 Green River
44 Spokane (M)
45 Spokane Falls

46 Centralia
47 Lower Columbia
48 Skagit Valley
49 So. Seattle
50 Shoreline

Welding lah
Vocational
Geology lab
Vocational remodel
Heating tunnel

Vocational
Maintenance building

prentive (Duwamish)
PE outdoor
Faculty office

Maintenance
Voc./maintenance
PE addition
LRC addition
Science addition

LRC/dining/voc. remodel
Student services

PE addition
Vocational building
PE addition

51 Seattle Central PE facility
52 Columbia Basin Apprentice
53 Seattle Central Trident
54 Tacoma PE outdoors
55 OVTI Landscaping

56 Wenatchee
57 Centralia
58 Spokane Falls

59 Tacoma
60 Ft. Steilacoom

7 3
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Exhibit 17-3

1975-77 COMMUNITY COLLEGE CAPITAL
DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS REQUESTED

Projects
Included in Projects
Governor's Approved
Budget by Legis-
Reguest lature

SBCCE
Project
Priority
Number

61

Colle e Project

* Shoreline Science/tech.
62 Green River Fac. off./science art
63 Highline Vocational remodel
64 Skagit Valley !;'-:Aing remodel
65 Skagit Valley Whidbey science

66 Spokane (14) Apprentice
67 Skagit Valley Voc. site improvement
68 Ft. Steilacoom Security/control sytem
69 Centralia Greenhouse
70 Edmonds Greenhouse

71 Deleted
72 So. Seattle PE facility
73 Tacoma Planetarium
74 Ft. Steil. PE addition
75 Lower Col. Faculty office

76 Highline Maintenance building
77 Everett Landscaping
78 Big Bend Landscaping
79 Col. Basin Road and fencing
80 Bellevue Road improvements

81 Edmonds Parking
82 Lower Col. Landscaping
83 Centralia PE outdoor
84 Walla Walla PE outdoor
85 Green River PE outdoor

86 Shoreline PE outdoor
87 Walla Walla Art/office remodel
88 Walla Walla DP remodel
89 Clark Sidewalks
90 Big Bend Landscaping

91 Bellevue Site acquis/roads/parking
92 Edmonds Landscaping
93 Spokane (M) Landscaping
94 Edmonds Tennis courts
95 Green River PE outdoor

-71-
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Exhibit 17-4

1975-77 COMKUNITY COLLEGE CAPITAL
DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS REQUTSTED

Projects
Included in Projects SBCCE
Governor Approved Project
Budget by Legis- Priority

uest lature NUmber College

96 Bellevue PE outdoor
97 Highline Road improvement
98 Tacoma Site development
99 Shoreline Landscaping

100 Centralia Walks/landscaping

101 Ft. Steilac Roads/landscaping



Exhibit 1

CAMPUS COMPARISON OF AREAS OF SPACE NEEDS AND
,EAS OF EXCESS SPACE WHICH COULD POTENTIALLY BE

CONVERTED TO SATISFY THOSE NEEDS

AS OF FALL QUARTER 1978 PROJECTIONS

CA?vRDUS

AREA OF
NEED

SQ. FEET OF
SPACE NEEDED

SQ. FEET OF
POTENTIAL POTENTIAL
CONVERSION CONVERSION
SPACE SPACE

Bellevue Faculty Offices 1,600 Administration
and Student

8790

Personnel Servi es
Offices

Maintenace and 5,809 Physical Ed. 7,084
Storage

Dining and Student 5 790
Activities

Classrooms 496*

Big Bend Physical Ed. 12,670 Maint. & Storage 42,162

Clark Faculty Offices 600 Adminis. & S.P.S. 3,040

Fine Arts 2,040 Classrooms 505*

Vocational Labs 474*

Maint. & Storage 7,195

Dining/ Std. Act v. 6,694

Edragnds Faculty Offices Q00 Adminis. & S P.S. 377

beaming Resource 2,667

Center

Classrooms 158*

Everett Skills Labs 845 Fine Arts 1,464

Faculty Offices 1 700 Classrooms 268*

L.R.C. 727

* Student Stations



bit 18-2

BY CAMPUS COMPARISON OF AREAS OF SPACE NEEDS AND
AREAS OF EXCESS SPACE WHICH COULD POTENTIALLY 111 .

CONVERTED TO SATISFY THOSE INEEDS
AS OF FAIL QUARTER 1978 PROJECTIONS

CAMPUS

ARIA OF SQ. FEET OF
NEED SPACE NEEDED

POTENTIAL
CONVERSION
SPACE

SQ. FEET OF
POTENTIAL
ODNVERSION
SPACE

Ft.

Steilacoom Fac. Offices 10,300

Maint/Storage 4,968

Fac. Offices 4,600

Maint/Storage 6,432

Fac. Offices 4,600

Adnin. &

Adminis. & S.P.S.

Adminis. & S.P.S.

L.R.C.

Dining & Stu&nt Svc.
Fine Arts

Classrooms

1,195

1,585

1,259

2,461
6,748

352*

een

ne

S.P.S. Office 2,526

Lower
Columbia Fac Offices 5,000 L.R.C. 1,602

Adminis. &
S.P.S. Office 2,988 Fine Arts 1,801

Classrooms 207*

No. Seattle Adminis. &
S.P.S. Office 7,944 Fac. Offices 14,098

Fac. Offices 3,100 Classrooms 391*

Adminis. &
S.P.S. Office 1 444 L.R.C. 2,411

Skills Labs 8,798

Fine Arts 5 493

OVTI Fine Arts 3,182 Classrooms 334*

* Studer' Stations
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libit 18-3

SON OF AREAS OF SPACE NEEDS AND
PACE WHICH COULD POTENTIALLY BE
0 SATISFY THOSE NEEDS
JARTER 1978 PROJECTIONS

SQ. FEET OF
POTENTIAL POTENTIAL

Q. FEET OF CONVERSION CONVERSION
PACE NEEDED SPACE SPACE

160* Classrooms 1,199

9,609

127* Classrooms 171*

0,200 Admin. & S.P.S.
Office 6,209

600 Classrooms 439*

1,149

7,100 Classrooms 117*

9,342

3,636

J3,700 Classrooms 843*

2,438

11,483

800 Admin. & S.P.S.
Office 3,732

662 Fine Arts 3,275

278 Classrooms 1,255*

3,E47 fine Arts 6,849
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APPENDIX VI

AGINCY COWL:NTS

I . SUMMARY CCAMPARISON OF AGENCY CC,SENTS

The following matrix shows in summary form a categorization of agency
responses to the recohmendations resulting from the recent performance audit
of the Community College Capital Analysis Mbdel (CAM):

State Bd. for
Comm. College

Council for
Postsecondary

Office of
Prog. Planning

Rec. No. Education Education and Fisca_11

A. PLANNING
FUNCTION la C* DNC DNC

b C DNC DNC
c C DNC DNC

2 PC C C

z PC C PC
13 OPERATIONS

FUNCTIONr- 4 C NR PC

5 DNC NR C

6 PC NR PC

7 PC NR C

C. MANAGEMENT REVIEW
FUgeTION 8 PC NR DNC

9 PC NR PC

10 DNC NR PC

SUMMARY

Partially Do Not No
Concur Concur Concur Response

State Board for Comnamity
College Education 4 6 2 0-

Council for Postsecondary Ed. 2 -0- 3 7

Office of Program Planning
and Fiscal Management 3 5 4 -0-

KEY: C = Concur PC Partially Concur DNC = Do Not Concur NR = No
Response
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II. 12. Alit/ 'ION OF PARTIALLY CONL-R'' AND "I_ N

AUDIT RECM'ENDAT ION

Recommendation 1

It is recommended that RCW 2813.80.030 be amended to requ. ,he

Council for Postsecondary Education to:

Develop and maintain an overall long-range plan of the needs
for higher education in the State of Washington that includes
a delineation of the role to be taken by the coiranunity college
system.

b. Review biennially and comment on the long-range (10 year) plam
developed (or not developed) by the community college system
for the purpose of carrying out their role as identified in
a. above.

-Review the community 7ellege capital budget request and comment
on its appropriateness in relation to the overall long-range
plans for higher education and the community colleges' plans
for carrying out their role in the overall plan.

AGENCY CONMENTS:

Cotmcil for Postsecondary Education

'1--)ncur , n rccommendationc; la, lb and
lc are the I shall sumarise them in one
section as When the Council on Higher
Education 7, ,3 esz ;,lished in 1969, the Zegislaturc
choe to use the word -y" in describing the range
of acbivities in which -ne Council might r,
It was clear, however, that the basic thrub of
hat legislation mandated the Council as the state

pmmary higher education planning agency and gave
it responsibility to execute a number of functions
within that purview.

Duping the most re t (1975) besion of the legi
lature the statute was revised and amended to re-
name the Council to the Council for Pos*secondary
Education and to alter its membership. The legis-
lature, in its discussion of the bill, did not
alter the use of the word "may". In my opinion,
this was because the Council had shown significant
progress in nearly all of the areas outlined in the
statute.
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Tha Council is now circulating a drafL -an for review,
this plan delineates the roles of th xious sec-
tors, including the community eollego ystem. As
part of its planning fUnction, the Council for Post-
secondary Education expects to review and comment
on the long-raq7e plans developed by the community
college syst,:7m as wen as by other segments of post-
secondary education to determine their conformance
to the state's overall plan. An integral paxt of
this review is the review of operating and capital
budgets of the two- and four-year institutions fOl,
conformity with the overall plan.

Thus, all of the functi.,ns outlined in recommenddtions
la, lb and lc have already been addressed by the
Council. In addition, it would be our plan to
continue toexecute those fUnctions within the context
of the fimiings of the audit and the remaining recom-
mendations if they are adopted.

The suggestion to alter the basic statutory assump-
tion under wUch the Council was formed and which was
continued by the last legislature is a.major one and
.in my judgment should not be accomplished as a by-
product of a report on the capital analysis model
used by the commynity colleges. It would seem to_me
that the condtions under which such a change might
take place would be if and when the legislature were
to conclude that the council is not properly execut-
ing its statutory fUnctions.

I believe the ..,ecord speaks for itself Armc
the response by the Council to legislatve reques
in the form ofprovisos, resolutions, requests of
committees and requests of individual, legislators.
It is our intention, within the framework of our
statutory authority, to be of maximum assistance in
the planning and analysis function as far as post-
secondary education is concerned. We do not, however,
see the need for these recommendations at this time.

Office of Pr° Manat
Do Not Concur From our reading of RCW 288.80.030 we believe that

sufficient statutory authority exists for the Council
for Postsecondary Education to perform all of the
activities specified in this recommendation.
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AUDITOR'S RESPONSE:

If the State is to have an o'ficient and effective long-range
plan for capital development of the conmluni college system as a
part of the State's postsecondary education system, it is essential
that the recommended actions he taken. Those tasks should not be
loft to the discretion of any one agency. Since it has been .only
recently that the Council for Postsecondarv Education has undertaken
steps to accomplish these tasks, through the development of a state-
mant of the roles and missions of postsecondary education in the State
(that statement has as yet not been completed)-, it is the auditor's
opinion that the recommendation nor be changed.

While RCN 2813.80.030 currently allows the Council for Post-
secondary Education. (formerly the Council:on-Higher Education) to
carry out the functions included in this recommendation, the proposed
amendment to the RCII would require that they do it. This would pro-
vide greater :-ssurance of its aceoMplishment.

A. AUDIT RECCWEINDXFJON:_

Recaanendation 2

lhe State Board for Calamity College Education shall
biennially prepare a long-range (10 year) student enrollment
demand projection to be used in support of their long-range
(10 year) capil-J facility development plan. lhe enrollmon
demand proiection shall be prepared after consultation with the
Council for Postsecondary Education and the Oifice of Progrqm
Planm.ng aid Fiscal Management with subsequent concurrence of
the projection by the Council for Postsecondary Education and
the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management.

As a minima!, the enrollment demand projection suppJrting
documentation Shall show by category a student program matrix as
appropriate but similar to Exhibit 2 on page 13.

Intities shown in the matrix shall be suppor_ed by a state-
ment of the rational used to develop the enrollment demand projection
which includes, but is not limited to, the following:

a. Documented quantifiable educational objectives in support
of the long-range educational goal;

. State population figures used to support -)rojections for
each age group, e.g., recent high school graduates, middle-
aged retrainees, middle-aged avocational, elderly, and an
explanation of changes in the ratio between state popula-
tion figures and the projected enrollees;
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Data from the state Commission for Vocational
Education regarding forecasts of need fer
vocational training and job opportunities sup
porting increases or_decreases. in the number
of sections offered for specific vocational
courses.

B. AGENCY COMMENTS:

State Board for Commit Colle e Education

Partia :onour A projection of enrollment demand is sorely
needed as a bas _ for all state decis
making concerning resources for convnunity
college education. The State Board for
Community College Education is reedy to
enlist all technical assistance availabi
to achieve a long-range projection of student
demand.

AUDITOR'S RESPONSE:

Although the State Board for Community College's written response
did not clearly indicate the area of non-concurrence, the, stated that
a ten-year capital development plan would require an enrc ,iment projec-
tion in excess of ten years. We will, therefore, modify the first
paragraph of our recommendation to read as follo4s:

"The State Board for romunity College Education shall
biennially prepare a long-range (at least ten year)
student enrollment demand projecti3h to be used in
support of their long-range (10 year) capital facility
development plan. The enrollment demand projection
shall be prepared after consultation with the Council
for Postsecondary Education and the Office of Program
Planning and Fiscal Management with subsequent con-
currence of the projection by the Council for Post-
secondary Education and the Office of Program Planning
and Fiscal Management."

The intent of the auditor in establishing ranges for community college
capital planning purposes is to set minimum, not absolute, time ranges.

A. AUDIT REC

coimnendation 3

The State Board for Community College Education should, after
consultation with the Council for Postsecondary Education and the
Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Mhnagement, document a long-
term (10 year) capital facilities development plan which is sup-
portive of their educational objectives and supported by specific
objectives and standards applying to capital facilities.



In addition to the capital dollars required to support the plan,
the plan shall also contain a ten-year projection (stated in current
dollars) of the operating funds required to support the community
college system iacorporating the planned facilities and projected
enrollment.

AG (Y CONME\ITS:

State Board for Communit, Celle c Education

tiai7j Concur a) Because of the time lag between budget
planning cnd -acility completion, enrollment
projections must extend at least fouv years

beyonJ the facility budgeting period. A

10-year facility plan will require a 14-
year projection ofenrollment, or a 10-year
enrollment projection will provide a basis
for six years of capltal budget actions.

Detailed facility plans for_ each campus for
period of ten years into the future would

be only as valid as the accuracy of detailed
enrollment projections on which such plans

onzad be based. However, more generalized
requirements for additional space of various
types could be estimated using the C.V.
Specific projects should not be detailed far
into the j!turre, especially oonsidering the
remodeling opportunities and the renovation

,..rements that cannot be prejudged with
any aoauracy for periods of more than a few

years.

c) jet cos
on a gel basis.be estb7 al

Of lice of Pro ing and Fiscal Management
_-

-'artially Concur

ies co d

Like a77 other state agencses, the S ate
Board for Community College Ednca .on sub-

ts a capital budget request to the Office
of Program Planning and Fiscal Management
so that an executive recommendation on c itai

needs can be presented to the Legielatu_c.
PUrsuant to Chapter 43.88 RCN', that request
must follow the form and format prescribed by
the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal, Manage-
ment. Current instructions from the Office 0
Program Planning and Fiscal Management require
a ten-year program plan with a six year (three

biennia) .r.Tpropriction request. Long-range
facility d-velopment plans are a requirement
of all agencies. The capital development process
employed by the Stae Board for C07717MP College
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Ec_ cat /;crk Into consideration iJic
c/at lonal objectives of the system and t

CAM (foes employ reasonable objectives and
standct.rds for capital facilities.

Existing budget instructIons to agencies
require operating dollar impact assessment
bi? the agency.

AUDITOR' S RE "ONSE

The Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management has stated
that current budget instructions require each agency to submit, with
its capital budget request, a ten-year program plan with a six-year
appropriation request. While this is true, the Strcte Board for Com-
munity_College Education has not complied with thoe instructions.
In addition, we are :i-conmendieg that the capital budget request contain
a ten-year rather than a six-year projection of operating funds required
to support the caumunity college f-;ystem incorporating the planned facil-
ities and proJeted enrollment.

Theelure, in the auditor's opin the recommendati a should not
be changed.

A. AUDIT RECO4NDff ION:

Recommendation 4

It is reconmended that the State Board for. Community Cc -ca-
tion review the standard factors that make up the CAM with ive
of revising these standards so that they project a more i, require-
ment of space needs.

b. AGENCY comms:

JrtLaiZ.y Concur The standards employed in the CAM should
always be subject to review to ensure th
the space they allow is sufficient to pro-
vide an adequate minimum of space for the
ervice offered. The imp licatin that the

current standards are not realistic is a
matter of opinion that the report does not
substantiate. The standards employed are
reasonable when compared to other states
and suPply a minimum of adequate space for
the programs.
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C. ALIJJITORS RESPONSE:

In _the auditor's opinion the rocoomol. ncin changed.
At the time or the audit, the space sta,Idal..:L in Il' -A Ilal

not boon tes ted. Those sthndards had bee: R T C' iji

original development of the model by tho State ird _tty ,;:oi)e

Education and were not based on emperical erdoJ1c of t.ed or adequacy,
but rather on space availability on then existing urn is. Utiliza-
tion standards emplo' ii by the CAM provide for maximun space utiliza-
tion in classrooms of 51 percent of capacity and in labs and ,7hops at
47 percent of capacity. Utilization data compiled by the State Board
for Community College Education showed space utiliziAion to be 64 per-
cent or less of standard and on a declining trend.

The State Board for Community College Education is currently in the
process of reviewing the CAM elements and will be recommending changes
thereto based on that review.

A. AUDIT RECavilNflAT ION:

Recomnendation

It is recommended that the State Board for Community College
Education further develop its system for gathering space utilization
data from the several community colleges and then take necessary
steps to ensure that data is be:x-: accurately submitted in a uniform
manner. That system should inci,de logic checks as well as data
verification guidelines to assure that data gathered for decision-
Ang purposes is within acceptable tolerances.

B. _ COMMENM

State Board for -ommnnity_College Education

Do Not Con Current use of space ut-L7atin data
iocaZ management of exiettng facilities and
for the state review thereof r these
purposes, the data ts now close to acceptable
levels of accuracy. MaJor improvements in
acouracy would probay not be cost-effect ve
because aJ existing MIS data files could no
lnger be used to_generate t!-Ic report, b) state

resources for audit and system development are
not available within- current budgets, c) cx-
isting uses of the utilization data do not
requtre such accuracy, and d) no new need
or uses for utilization data have been described
that require greatly increased accuracy.
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AUDITOR'S RESPONSE:

It is the auditor's &inion that this recommendation remain
un:lianged. While the State Board for Canulni.ty College Education
is currently gatherin- utlization data on classroom and lab space,
review of data compiled by the State Board for Community College
Education showed considerable evidence of obvious error. Verifica-
tion of reported daLi ,onEirmed these observations. If it is one
of the funct_ons of the State Board for Community College Education
to compile data relative to the community college system to be used
by management (State Board for Community College Education, Council
forPostseeondary Education, Office of Program Planning and Fiscal
Management, the Legislature) in making decisions, it is essential
that the data contain a reasonable and usable degree of accuracy.

A. AUDIT RJAMUNDATION:

Recomnendation 6

It is recommendec that in light of the projected peaking out of
high school graduates in the oarly 1980s, which will probably be re-
flected in community college enrollments, additional emphasis be placed
on converting existing space to meet campus needs rather than construe-
ing new facilities. In conjunction therewith, the State Board for
Community College Education should conduct a study to determine whether
the reduced number of high school graduate::; will result in significant
shifts in demand for day-on-campus and evening classes. Furdier, greater
consideration should Le given to the feasibility of utilizinL, off-campus
facilities in various locations throughout the commulity te meet program
demands as well as provide greater flexibility and e:--onomv during periods
of declining enrollments.

B. AGENCY COMENTS:

State Board for ego Fducati

Partially Concur The .Sta o Board fi ty College
Education will conj: nue to require that
remodeling of off-c1p713 space be con-
sidered as aiernatves to proposed new
construction.

The effe t of declining numbers of high
school graduates will be covered in the
analysis done purguant t :Tecommena
tions 2, 2 and 3.

Office of PI2gIam Planning and FilL11,1412o2LJI

Part iai7 17,,'1cur In recnt years, only 10 to 15 percint of
tota ;". commuty coll-ege enroNment recent
h,ah school graduat3. The report does not
it,12:cate whethar immgration date: was con-

red the '':cation that community
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college enroll ' to growth will either slow
down, levet off, or decline If immigration
continues to ncreaso as it has the last two
years, there will probably be no decline in
the 7980s. flowerer, that does not negate tho
--ed to review the poseL:L,Liities for convert

existinq excess space types to other uses.

C . AUDFIUR S I 'SPONSE

No change is proposed to this recommendation. In that the
enrollment of recent high school graduates (those Who enroll in com-
munity college within_two to three years of high school graduation)
probably has greater impact on the day on-campl FTE calculation than
any other single student group, and the day ipus FTE_calculation
is the main driver of the CAM, the potential ie in this category
of potential enrollees should not be ignorec c 10 to 15 percent of
community college enrollment mentioned by -Li.- .ce of Program Planning
and Fiscal Management is in terms of_total heount, not in terms of
day on-campus FTEs, and as such i- of marginal relativity to the recom-
mendation.

A. MINT RD:MM.:NATION:

.,endat ion 7

It is recommended that the State Board for Community College
Education submit, with each request for new construction of capital
facilities, a description of the most acceptable alternative solutions
to that space need through use of excess space on-campus or available
off-campus space. That description should include applicable cost
trade and program tmnact trade studies.

B. AGENCY COMMENTS:

State Board for Comn licy_2211223ducation

Partially Concur Present capital pro;iect ,lans as prepared
by each college include consideration of
these and other available alternatives.
The analysis is available for state-level
review upon request. The SECCE recommends
that information on alternatives continue
to be available at the local level for
review upnn rec%zest by state rzgencies
responsible for budget revie4. Tt should
be noted that All design analyses and
related detailed cost estimates cannot be
prepared for all possible alternatives dur-
ing project preplanniru. Where two or mere
means of solving a facility problem exist,
it is during the design development phase,
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7 sign 'talcis,attqr appropn'.

that alteri:c s of meet zg
facility needs t,ar_ be fully explored.
the SBCCE recormends t2a , for those
design-phase plvject& with one or more
apparent_alterti)e solution, the
design-phase prject descriptiono
be broadened to reqire in-de2.'tn
study of alZ feasible alternatives,
The existing pre-planning appropria-
tion is insufficient to fund such
-depth ana _es.

UDITO 'S RESPON, _

The recommendation does not call for full design analyses and
,ed detailed cost estimates for all possible alternatives. The

recommendation calls for a description of the most acceptable alter-
native solutions to the space need through use of excess space on-
campus or available off-campus space as well as applicable cost trade
and program impact trade studies. These are options whicii the com-
munity colleges should be considering on every project to begin with.
The recommendation is that these included with the project requeFt
so that the legislators and others who review the requeF-!-; have great_
visibility of the planning process involved. Therefoie, no change is
proposed for this recommendation.

A. AUDIT RE ATION:

Recomendation 8

It is recommended that the State Board for Commity College Educa-
ion evaluate their existing priority system to determine why their rec
mended projects vary so greatly from the Governor's recommendations.

the determination has been made, tne State Board for Community
College Education shouid take appropriate action to aslzure that their
priority recommendations are based on c-ound management decisions and
in confoinance with an updated capital facilities developcnt plan.

B. AC!\!CY C_

State Board for Communit Edu-ation

Partially Concur
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The State Board for Gonvnunity College
Iducation rev7.ewb its priorities every
biennium prior to requesting capital
funds. Most of the variation between
the Governor's recommendations and those
of the State Bu,,d was based on Mis-
understanding of f ;t. Tt is the in-
tention of the State Board to work to
reduce to an absolute minimum the
priority disagreemencs between 0BCCE and
OPP&FM in future copital request-



Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Manaiement_

Po Not Concur

AUDITO- S 1Sh

caritzl requeat submitted by the Stat
Board r ommunity College Education rep-
recen, best assessment of the system

priorities itltout _regard to do-ir iimita
t-Lons. To ly th6L 'r pric,i s

sho LI zqree oLth ours ignores thia fact

No change is Jroposed for this reconuwndation. State Board
for Community College Education staff stated that theyfelt that the
rc,commendation implied that their priorities had been based on poor

management decisions. The intent of the reconnendation is to point
out the need for sufficient communications between the Governor and the
executive agencies to coordinate priorities. Where there is disparity
between the two, the agency should take adequate steps to assure that their
recommendations were based on sound management decisions and conform with
a current, up-dated capital facilities development plan. should

generally be a high degree of correlation between the priorities of the
Governor and the executive agencies and when there are insuidcient funds
to provide fo;.' full implementotion, the lower priority reqnsts would be
postponed or di s approved.

A. FDIT OMMENDATION:

Rnconmcndati Jn 9

It is pcomarended that the State Board for Community :ollego Education
review actual utiJization ofspace, in relationship to CAM standards of
utilization, !,,1 on actual day on-campus enrollments, to determine the
effectiveness local aill,aistration to achieve CAM utilization
standards. The of su,:Th reviews could then be utilized by the State
Board for ComuritWI ;jJge ot ion in evaluation of capital projea
requests submitte 1 several community colleges and districts.

That rovirv ould include examination of space utilization for all spaces
for all hours and not be restricted to hours during which space is assigned
for 1LSO. Special consideration might be given to effectiveness of space
utilization during the ,_1:ernoon hours and efforts made to encourage better
utilization through her enrollments durin those hours.

B. AGENCY

oard for Conumucation

Partially Concur The SBCCE uses current space utiliation data to
evaluate adequacy of existing space. The projec-
tion of space demand 4-5"years hence is related
to existing space through the utilization standards
built into the CAM. CAM standards require ap-
proximately 6-1/2 hours of daytime use of each
classroom; assuming 4 or 4-1/2 hours to be available
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and fuUy used before - or
1/2 ',ours usage per Poo afer noon.

, .vel of use i _ ii c' enough low existing
clas: _ -. to accommoaa o ,_'-r enrollment
growth en most c_ampuses, as demonstrated by the
fact that only 2.3 percen of 2975-requested com-
munity college capital fundIng was for classrooms.

Office of Pro,ram Plannin4. and Fiscal Mana-.Tement

Partially Concur The Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Manage-
ment endorses the concept of utilizing-, to as great
an extent possible, existing state facilities. Past
experience, however, indicates that the major
stumbling block to the maxli2ation of use of such
resources Lies not with c:ht;T but
rather with the .,7,ociated with the
programing of f, v ar, 6tud.?nts into time periods
that are, for wh c reason, considered less desir-
able. The State Board for Community College Educa-
tion collects and analyses utilization data on a
24 hour per day basis for all regularly scheduled
space, i.e., classrooms and class laboratories.
They do not, however, collect such inprmation for
non-scheduled spaee such as offices, cafeteria6 an6:
recreation areas. rt is OPP&EV's opinion that
collection of such additional information at the
level of detail recommended would be costly anu of
minimal use.

S 0NSE:

only utilization data gathered by the State 'Board for Conmiunity
College Education is of instructional type facilities such as classrooms
and labs. To question utilization of other F-iac types is not unreason-
able when the system is requesting aAditional 17ace of nearly every type.
If it cannot be demonstrated that existing space is being utilized in an
efficient, economical manner, it becones difficult to justify or rationalize
the neq for additional space. Therefore, it is the auditor's oninionthat this recommendation should remain unchanged.

A. AUDIT RECOMMENIDATION:

Recommendation 10

It is recommended that the S --- Boalcd for sTemmunity College Fducation
include in each study group oval' atl the adequacy of the CAM elements
a representative number of members from areas other than that being
studied whether those members be from other community college activitieor from outside.
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B. ACENCY

State Cumuli ty liege hducat

Oo Not

417 Ly

. i tcrnr; tcd -lroo

ciCC4Ij 1 ti1ij thrJugh the rcrutiny of
Aungec hz.,, the State hoer

staff, capital bud-,4 --yrdttees
Mdil0 (the aseoclat
pTeo.N,mtv waw
,r1tate Boaz,d.

Prot. PlainUng and. rlseali.Management

C

C. AUDIToR MST ISE:

fbpc of Prourct Plcc
ageme , would reeormend _that changes
CAN 4,112on 10 ret,!iewed by rcpesanatit--
iVzeW cicj -encl:en aild other interested

/fora they are adopted. 1-11 this
manne the CAN standcwde can be reviewed
f'or reasonahZeness.

ity a llege
-0v2

To provide some balance in the estahiisCunnt or review of space
standards and to provide a "devil's advocate" in that pro -ss, persons
other than those who work in or in close relationship to the space
types should be included in each study group. The Office of Program
Planning and Fiscal Management has recommended that changes to the
CAM elements be reviewed by representatives of review agencies,
(Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management, Council for Post-
secondary Education, House and Senate Ways and Means Comniittees,
Legislative Budget Committer, etc. ) nd other interested parties before
they are adopted.

The audit recomendation was dircctd toward the study groups
rvolved in the review of CAM standards and which make the recommenda-

tions for changes thereto. However, the auditor does agree in part
with the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal Management that it would
be of some benefit for changes to aM standards to be reviewed by
agencies such as the Council for Postsecondary and the Office of
Program Planning and Fiscal Management prior to adoption .

In order to incorpo
Management's suggestion,
as follows:

the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal
Aave expanded OUT recommendation to read

9 I
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It is recommended that the State Board for Commulity
College Education include in each study group
evaluating the adequacy of the CAM elements a rep-
resentative number of members from areas other than
that being studied, whether those members be from
other community college activities or from outside.

It is further recommended that, once changes proposed
by these study groups have been reviewed and tentatively
approved by the State Board for Community College Educa-
tion, they be submitted to the Council for Postsecondary
Education and the Office of Program Planning and Fiscal
Management for comment prior to final aduption.



STATE OF WASHINGTON

state Boaa0 folz commur ity Collecic

Septenber 25, 1975

TO.G Thomis P. gizzard, Legislative Auditor
Legislative Budget Commit

FROM: Hilmar H. Kuebel, Jr. /

Associate Director, F nanc al Servic,es

SUBJECT: PRELIMINNIX REPORT OF PERFORMANCE AUDI7 OF CAM

RECEEVED

SEP 2 5 1975
I r^igAgt,..1 =

catlon
mhAvrnue

oimpi

Ref.: 75-31-145

You have requested our cmiments on the August 1, 1975 prelimihary report _ofthe performance audit of the Community College Cdoital 'Analysis Model, Partfollowing respands to the ton recommendation; in the preliminary report,Part II addresses maJor conclusions outlined in the preliminary report summary,Part III covers other ilues raised by tb.', preliminary report.

These comments are gov ned Dy your need for brevity ';r1 ah addendum to thefinal report I therefori refer yoo again to the other expressions of ourconcern about the report, as contained in (1) My memo 74-31-146 (dated
November e. 19)4) aboet the objectives of the audit. and (2) the "working paper "cuunents on the entire preliminary report AS transmitted to your staff 0nAugust 26. We are ready to expand on any of our commentary in testimony orcorrespondence as may be deemed appropriate.

43S_ponis.S to_Prcl iminary_ Audl RA-oft Recommendations.

Rerousendation 1: Council on Pocesocondary Education to includo role of
community colleqes in a lo range plan for !nglmar education and to rviow

oulledo longr:icz p2n and capital budget requeat for conformityto tharole.

Response

We agree with the need for long-range and overall state plans for highereduation and thnc statmnent therein of the role of comnunity colleges;
the comnunity college systen should remain responsible for preparing plansfor provision of community college services.
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Recommendation 2: The SBCCE to prepare a 107year projection of student
enrollment demand, after consultation with the CPE and OPPFHI the CPE and
OPPPm to concur subsequently with the projection.

Respons_e

A projection of enrollment demand is sorely needed as a basis for all
state decision-making concerning resources for community college education.
The SBCCE is ready to enlist all technical assistance available to achieve

long-range projection of student demand.

Recommendation 3: The BBCCE to prepare a 10-year capital facilities development
plan in consultation with CPE and OPPPM, including operating funds required to
support the community college system incorporating the planned facilities and
projected enrollment.

Response

Because of the time lag between budget planning and facility completion,
enrollment projections must extend at least four years beyond the
facility budgeting period. A 10-year facility plan will require a 14-
year projection of enrollment, or a 10-year enrollment projection will
provide a basis for six years of capital budget actions.

Detailed facility plans for each campus for a period of ten years into
the future would be only as valid as the accuracy of detailed enrollment
projections on which such plans would be based. However, more generalized
requirements for additional space of various types could be estimated
using the CA. Specific projects.should not be detailed far into the
future, especially considering the remodeling opportunities and the
renovation requirements that cannot be prejudged with any accuracy for
periods of more than a few years.

c) Operating budget costs of new facilities could be estimated on a
generalized basis.

Recommenda The SBCCE to review the cAm factors tO revise the standards
to project a more realistic requirement of space needs.

PesPonsP

The 513CCE is currently completing such a review and revision of CAM factors.

Recommendation 5: The SBCCE to impro e its space ut'
system and inc=ease the accuracy of the information-

Ltes_prise

tion data gathering

Current use of space utilization data is for local management of existing
facilities and for the state review thereof; for these purposes, the data

-92-
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f_ now c ose to accNtable levels of accuracy. Major improvements in
accuracy weuld_probably net be cost-effective because a) existing MIS
data fi-les could To longer t,'e used to generate the report, b) state
resources for audit_and sy!em development are not available within
current budgets, c) exist-ng vses of the utilization data do not require
such accuracy, ard ,-1) no rs21N need or uses for utilization data have been
described that require grrc,1y increased accuracy.

Recommendation 6: To plac Jiitionol emphasis on converting existing space
to root campus needs rather than eon_gtrcoting new space; the SBCCE to studg
whertir reduced high seh-ol gradu4tes will change demand for dag on-canpos
and evening classes,- to gvo greater consideration to use of off-campus
fa2llities.

_Response

a) The SBCCE will continue to require that remodeling or off-campus space
be considered as alternatives to proposed new construction.

b) The effect of declining numbers of high school gr-duates will be covered
in the analysis done pursuant to Reconriendation 1, 2 and 3.

Recommend ion 7: The SECCE tO describe alternatives to new space projects,
Including cos 0-offs and program impact of use of off-campus sp:e or the
Conversion of excess on-c.1=pus space.

Res-onse

Present capital project plans as prepared by each college include consideration
of these and other available alternatives. The analysis is available for
state-level review upon request. The SBCCE recommends that information on
alternatives continue to beavailable at the local level for review upon
request by state agencies responsible for budget review. It should be
noted that full design analyse$ and related detailed cost estimates cannot
be prepared for all pos3ible alternatives during project replanning, Where
two or more means of solving a facility roblem exist, it is during the design
development phase, afer appropriation of design funds, that alternative means
of meeting facility needs can be fully explored. The SBCEE recommends that,
for those design-phase projects with one or more apparent alternative
solutions, the design-phase project descriptions be broadened to require
in-depth study of all feasible alternatives. The existing preplanning
appropriation is insufficient to fund such in-depth analyses.

Recommendation 8: The gaccr to review its priority sgstem to determine why it
varied from the Coverver's recommendations an to base future priorit9 recom-
mendations on _sound management decisions in conformance with a capital facilities
development plan.

Res_poriL.e

The SB CE reviews its priorities every biennium prior to requesting capi a
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funds. Most of the variation between the
Governor's recommendations and

those of the State Board was based On misunderstandings of fact. It is
the intention of the State Board to work to reduce to an absolute minimum
the priority disagreements between SBCCE and OPPFM in future capital
requests.

Recemmendation
evaluate capit
for all hours,

The SBCCE to review actual space utilization in,order to
'iect requests; the review to include use of all spaces
-cial efforts to encourage better use in the afternoon.

EtiPl2Filt

The SBCCE uses current space utilization data to evaluate adequacy of
existing space. The projection of space demand 4-5 years nence is related
to existing space through the utilization standards built into the CAM.
CAM standards require approximately 6-1/2 hours of daytime use of each
classroom; assuming 4 or 4-1/2 hours to he available and fu111_used before
noon, an average of 2 or 2-1/2 hours usage per room is required after noon,
This level of use is high OnOUgh tO allow existing classrooms to accommodatethe projected enrollment growth on most campuses. as demonstrated by the
fact that oily 2.3 percent of 1975 -requested community college capital
funding was for classrooms.

Recommenda ion 1 The SBCC to include in CAN study groups a number of persons
not directly a-emaciated with the types of space being studied.

Response

Review by disinterested persons is being accomplished through the scrutiny
of recommended changes by the State Board staff, the capital budget committ eof WACC (the association of

community college presidents), WACC itself and
finally the State Board.

PART II: Resionses to Major Conclusions

A. Piannig Function

The SBCCE agrees with conclusions 1, 2, 3 and 5 concerning planning and
current enrollment projections, as noted in our response to Recommendations

1and 2.

- Conclusion 4 states that the CAM is a tool for comparing capital develop-
ment on various campuses but should not be esed as a standard because its
results have not been validated. The SBCCE considers that the use of the
standard for several years and the present review of the CAM is part of thevalidation process. The SBCCE does not understand the suggestion to suspend
the uSe of the CAM, especially without

any replacement to perform its function
and without any demonstration that the CAM is faulty. The conclusion seems to
be that the CAM must be invalid because the audit has not found it to be valid;
there is no other basis for finding that the CAM should not be used. In fact,
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the audit has not dealt with the adequacy of the CAM space guidelines, and
therefore the SBCCE cannot accept the undocumented assumption of fault in the
CAM. The SBCCE also cannot agree that use of no space guideline would be
better than to continue the use of the existing CAM.

pperations Function

We agree with conclusions 1, 3, 5 and 8.

- ConclusiOn 2 notes that the Present enrollment projection is an allocation
rather than a pure demand forecast, and that therefore the CAM statement of
facility needs is not a valid demand forecast. This is true; the CAM becomeS,
in this instance, a measure only of effectiye space demand, since conrunity
college enrollment is being curtailed oy and shaped to the system control
totals and the internal allocation of understated growth potential.

- We partially agree with conclusion 4; our reservations are noted in the
response to Recommendation 5 above.

- Conclusion 6 notes that the CAM fails to recognize and evaluate the
availability of off-campus space, We agree--the reason is that the CAM was
never intended to provide space for off-campus activities. The CAM deals only
with on-campus enrollment and on-campus space. The community college System
assunws that very few programs now housed on-campus could function effectively
and efticiently if located off-campus and separated from other on-campus
activities. Conclusion 6 appears to confuse the CAM with the overall capital
budget rationale; however, the conclusion is not accurate if applied to the
total capital budget document, because off-campus alternatives are considered
in any request to move an off-campus activity into on-campus spice.

- We strongly disagree with Conclusion 7. The presentation of total CAM
data in Volume One of -,:he 1975-77 capital budget request covers all CAM space
data for each college. This material is made available to broaden to scope of
review of any individual project. The back-up CAM data re-described as part
Of each capital project request includes only those space types that relate to
the capital project being requested.

- Conclusions 9 and 11 assume that lower numbers of high school graduates
will cause declining comunity college enrollments and changes in program mixes
and space needs. We do not agree that declining numbers of high school
graduates will necessarily cause declining enrollments; there are several other
major sources of community college enrollees that are expanding and that could
easily outweigh the decline in available 18-year olds. We do agree, however,
that program mix will continue to evolve and that space needs will change over
time; this evolution is the result of many factors, with enrollment of last
year's high School graduates being only one factor and far from the most
significant,

C. Management Review Function

- We disagree with Conclusion 1. Adherence to the CAM is to Justify the
project requests, not to justify the CAM.

795-
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- We agree with Conclusion 2, as no ed in response to Recommendation 5.

- Conclusions 3 and 4 note that knowledgeable people might be biased.While the truth of the conclusion is inescapable, it is also very possiblethat unknowledgeable people might be biased, We believe that the total CAMreview process, as described in our response to Recommendation 10, willovercome any unwarranted
bids toward too little or too much space.

PART 111. Met- t-___..1.1.12ricerns

A. The preliminary report is correct in stating that long-range specificcapital project plans are not identified by the community college system,Lack of adequate information
on which to base Such project plans is thereason for not preparing them.

There has been provided,
however, a parameter which identifies the relativelevel of future

space requirementsthe CAM, The CAM is a statement ofspace required per enrollment unit. Therefore, major on-campus enrollmentincreases can be expected to require additional
on-campus space of thosetypes not now in excess. If Such enrollment increases cannot be supportedby state resources,

the space will not be, required.

The 1975-77 budget request also identifies a long-te m capital need in therequirements for renovation of obsolete or deteriorating space and forremodeling to meet changing demands for specific types of space, Therenovation/remodeling element of biennial capital
budget requests will beincreasingly dominant as the physical plant of the community college systemmatures and ages.

El, The report questions the use of F4Il Quarter data as the basis for capitalfacilities, The community,college
system believes that the greatest possibleuse should be made of operating and capital resources ideally, enrollmentswould be,equal in each quarter, to make equal use of space, faculty, etc,In practice, Fall Quarter usually is the quarter with highest enrollment,It therefoiie sets the benchmark for space and faculty resource requirements,Until an official policy

condemns quarterly variation, there is nojustification for not providing offices, seats in laboratories and libraries,and support facilities for Fall Quarter students et the same level as ispresumed adequate for students in other quarters because facilities aremuch less flexible
than the level of faculty staffing,

C. Given the schedule in Appendix I for achieving the
recommended changes inthe capital budget process of the community college system, the 1977-79capital budget request will be prepared before the changes can be accomplished.Thus, the 1979-81 biennial

request would be the first opportunity forimplementation of suggested changes.
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STATE C)F WASHINGTON
OFFICE Or lel 110V11NOrt

OFFICE or PPOGRAM PLANNING AND FISCAL MANAOL FNT
.0.u,r r i£F OLM-0.,44

LYMmIA. WA5HINGTON 0e$04

September 26, 1975

DA ELJ,LVANS
Covcenort

Thomas R.
Legislative Auditor
Legislative Budget Committee
Legislative Holl.ling
Olympia, Washington 98504

Dear Mr. Hazzard:

RECEIVED

OCT 1 1975

LEL N. riurriowtoN
blf±LCTQA

20E.733-5450

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on di_ preliminary report of the
Legislative Budget Casrlittee performance audit of the commmnity college
Capital Analysis Model (CAM).

The fo11o:if:1g are our general observations aud rdcommendations conc _uing
policy considerations implied In the report that merit further investigation
before a final report is submitted.

1. The square foot and utilization standards used in the CAM are acceptableto the Office of Prevam Planning and Fiscal Management (OPMFM) as
reasonable standards tor a minimum of required apace tor community
college programs And services. lhe audit report dues not address thisissue in a direct manner.

The Office of Program Planning and Fiscal lanasemont, verbally endorsedthe use of the CAM by the State board for ommunity Colloge Education
(SACCE.) with submission_of the SOCCE 1971-73 capital budget request.
The understanding was that the CAM would serve as an objective mathe-
matical tool to evaluate the need for specific rypes of space on
individual campuses as well as the quantity of types of space leetweale
campuses. The CAM would continue to evolve through further review of
the standardn which it employs. The SBCCE has continued to work with
college staffs and staffs of review agencies to improve the logic of the
CAM and the reasonableness of rhe standards.

The square foot and utilization standards have bean and wil_ continue to
be tested for validity by comparing these standards to those employed
in other states and more importantly by comparing the reasonableness
of the space they Allow with the type of program and services offered
by the community colleges.

The standards used in the CAN are reasonable
when compared to other states (see Appendix V, Exhibit 16) for those
space types where such standards exist. Where no state to state
comparison exists, the standards provide a minimm of space for the
types of services offered.

7-
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Mr. Thomas R. Hazzard
September 26, 1975
Page 2.

The audit does not speak specifically to the policy question of the valueof mathematical tools as a means of evaluating construction needs. TheDPPUM has been considering the idea of working with other agencies inthe development of similar evaluative tools patterned after the conceptof the CAM for their capital needs. We realize that a tool that relatesworkload demand to facility guidelines by space type to determine totalspace needs, then compares
total need with existing space to determinenet need, is limited in its potential application.

Such a tool will not4,termine specific citizen program demands; alternative ways of providingneeded spate; effective or efficient utilization of existing space;priorities of needed space; or ways of funding
requested projects. Otherinformation Is needed on these items in addition to net space nceda inorder for review agency staffs to recommend projects for funding.

Attached are abridged comments on the report
recommendations in the prescribedformat.

LMB:sn

Attachment
cc; Don Sotto

Karen Vielle
Tom Mahar
Hal Braman

Sincerely,

Lee H. .Buffington
Director



OFFICE OF PitcgaIN PLANNING AND FISCAL MANAGEMENT
COMMENTS ON RECMOW4DATIoNS or LEGISLATIVE ErOGET COMMITTEE
PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF CMD:Ntil COLLEGE CAPITAL ANALYSIS MOT:1.EL (CAm)

MendattQn
Agency
Position

4

Do Not
Cwv,Ar

Concur

Partially
Concur

CurarcntS

_

harm our reading of RCW 2813.80.030 we believe that sliffiaient statutory
anthariu exists for the Council for Pomt Secondary talucation 10 perform all
nf thm aciivitita spolfied in thtm recumnendatinn.

Sovewal discussions have taken plate betwmon SfaffM of the State Board for
Cummunity Col lest Kdocation (SBCCE) and the Population StudieS section of this
agency regarding enrollment projections of a long range natore (10 yearn) for
the 1977=79 Capital budget submittals. It la a sound research procedure to
develop long rouge forecasts for total statewide enrullmont and Ilse allocation
procednros to get tampus by earTUN torals If total statewide demand is
duietmined by aurm4tion of local campus demand, statiSireal Precedence
indicatem that total statewide demand will be overestimated,

Previous enrollment_forocabts preps:pal by the SEGCE havo been done after
consultation with +6,Counci1 for Postsecondary Education (EPE1 aod the
of Pronrirtn Minn Ic nil Fiscal Hanageirom I (OPMI-1) with tiuh5twpicrit concurrence
of thwprodmrciust by those two aganclei. Stich projections considox educational
objextioes. gtato population figures and Iniocanls of need for vocational
training and job opporkunitieS.

Like all other state agencies, the SICCE submits a capital budget requebt to the
OPP.SFM so that an exacutivo reconggendation on capital needs taro be presenterd to the

giglatore. Pursuant to Chapter 43.86 RCN, that regnant must follow the form and
forrul prescrlherf by the ovv&rm, Current instructions from the 011 4EM require a
ten-year program plan with A six y4Af (three hiesmia) appropriation. request.
Long range facility development plans are a requirement of all agencies, The
capital development procesn employed by the MCC does take into consideration the
educational objsotives of the Bytem and the CAM does employ reasonable objectives
and standards for capital facilities.

Existing bnilpt instructions to agencies refinlce
by the agency.

rating dollar impactassessment

Part ial y The standards 4xtployed In the CAll oliould aIwayw be subject to revielo to inure

Concur that the apace they allow is sw#fieient to provide an ad'equate minimum of space for
the service offered. TioplicoLIcui that correat ntandards aregiunE realistic
in a matter of opiniON that the report does not substantiate. The standards
employed aret.redseaabls,.when compared IS uther states and supply n minimum of
adequate zrace for tho programs.

Coneoi'

6 Partially fu recent yearn, only 10 10 15 plt_ . cummuniiy college enrollment are

Concur recent hish school graduates, flte report not indicate whether Immigration

data van censiaarel in the implication It community college entnalimets growth
will either slow down, level off, or decline, Ir imnigration continuos to increase

as it has.thc last two years, there will probably he no decline In the 1980S.
HOWONdX, that -4008 not nesateihe need to review the possibilities for conver*ing
existing excess space typen to other user:.

Concur The SRCCE requires the community colleg s. districtr.; to review altm±rnallwe oltutIoflS

io apace need and rsalited coq:.orid Program fteormation IS

include io the project justifications,



itecom- Agency
mendation Position COmMenta

Do Not
Concur

The capital request submitted by the NkUI represents tho best assessment of
the syntem priorities without regard to dollar limitations, To imply that their
priorities should agree with ours ignores tias fact.

PortLol lv Tbe ()ppm endorses the concept a Allizin rent an extent possible,
Concur existing state facilitie. Pant 0:Perience, however, indicates that the major

siumhling block to the mnzirdzation of use of such resources lien oot with data
availability, but rathea- with the difficulty associated with the programming of
faculty and students into time periods that are, for whatever reason, connidexed
less desirable. TheState Board for Community College iduration collects and
analyzes utilization data on a 24 hour per day basis for all regularly scheduled
space, i.e., classroeme and class laboratories. They do not, however, tollect
such IniornaX100 for non-scheduled spare such as offices, rafeterias and
recreation areas. It is OpP6FM's opinion that the collection of such additional
information at the level of detail recommended would be costly and of minimttl-
use,

PnttI1Iy
Concur

The Cfr&FM WOUld reeemmend that rhicigno to
. CAM eleMerito be reviewed by

tonteNie*etiv 3 of review agencies dod other interested parties before they
are adopted. In this mannerr. the CAM standards can be reviewed for reasonab nen
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RECEIVED

OCT 6 1975

"m$PT

October 1, 1975

TO:

Legislative Auditor

FROM: Patrick M.
Executive C_ r

Thomas R. Hazzard

SUBJECT: Requested Comments on the P6rformance Audit of the
Community College Capital Analysis Model

In accordance with your request of September 9, I am providing our= comments on the recommendations contained ih your preliminary per-

CD formance audit of the capital Analysis model. AS requested we are
responding in the form outlined in your memorandum.

C.)
a) Recommendation 821LISLESELti911 Comments

IA Do not concur See below
IB Do not concur See below

' IC Do. not concur See below

L
CD

Since our comments on recommendations IA, 1B and IC are the same,
I shall sumnarize them in one section as follows: When the
Council on Higher Education was established in 1969, the legisla-
ture chose to use tht word "may" in describing the range of
activities in which the Council might participate. It was clear,
however, that the basic thrust of that legislation mandated the
Council as the state.ss_primary higher education planning agency
and gave it responsibility to execute a number of functions within
that purview. During the most recent (1975) session of the legis-
lature the statute was revised and amended to rename the Council
to the Council for Postsecondary Education and to alter its member-
ship. The legislature, in its discussion of the bill, did not
alter the use of the word "may". In my opinion, this was because
the Council had shown significant progress in nearly all of the
areas outlined in the statute.-

Walter C. Howe. Chairman
Patrick M. Callan. Executivr Coordinfitar
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October I, 1975
Page 2

The Council is now circulating a draft plan for eview; this plan_deline-ates the roles of the various sectors,
including the community collegesystem. As part of its planning

function, the Council for PostsecondaryEducation expects to review and comment
on the long-range plans developedby the community college system as well as by other segments of post-secondary education to determine their conformance to the state's overallplan. An integral part of this review is the review of operating andcapital budgets of the two- and

four-year institutions for conformitywIth the overall plan.

Thus, all of the functions outlined in
recommendations IA, 1B and IC havealready been addressed by the Council.
In addition, it would be kin- planto continue to execute those functions

within the context of the findingsof the audit and the remaining
recommendations if they are adopted.

The suggeStion to =lter the basic
statutory assumption under which theCouncil was fonmed and which was continued

by the last legislature is amajor one and in my judgment should not be accomplished as a by-productof a report on the capital analysis
model useAd by the community colleges.It would seem to me that the conditions-under

which such a change mighttake place would be if and when the
legislature were to conclude that theCouncil is not

properly executing its statutory functions.

I believe the record speaks for itself in terms of the response by theCouncil to legislative
requests in the form of

provisos, resolutions,requests of counittees
an0 roquestS of individual legislators. It isOur intention,' within the framework of our statutory authority, to be ofmaximum assistance in the planning and analysis function as far as post-secondary education is concerned. We do not, however, see the need forthese reconrtndations at this time

Insofar as the Council eor Postsecondary
Education is referenced in theremainder of the

recunmendations (recommendations 2 and 3) we are, of
,

course, happy-to participate in the enrollment
estimation process andwill be glad to consult with the State Board for Community CollegeEducation on the development of a long-term

facilities plan.

PMC/ce

UNIVERSITY OF CALIF,
LOS ANGELES

Del 1 1976

CLEARINGHOUSE FOR
LIUNIOR COLLEGES
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FACTS ABOUT THE LEOISLATIVE
-13UrinrCriFMMIT--

7he Legislative Budget Committee is composed of eight Senators and
eight Representatives equally divided between the two nnor political
parties. It provides performance audit and other research services to
the Legislature and legislators as requested. These studies include reviews
of: (1) the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of state programs and
state agency operations; (2) whether appropriations have been expended in
accordance with legislative intent; (3) general fund revenue forecasts; an
(4) other topics which may be of legislative interest. 7he committee reports
directly to the Legislature, making recommendations for legislative con-
sideration and action.

Chapter 170, Laws of 1971, 1st ex. sess, authorized the Ceenittee to
conduct management surveys and program reviews of state agencies. Chapter
197, Laws of 1973, 1st ex sess provides that management surveys undertaken
shall include reviews of program goals and objectives of state agencies to
determine conformity with legislative Intent, and shall include comprehensive
perfermance audits to ensure that agency programs are being conducted in ac-
cordance with legislative intent and program goals and objectives. These
performance audits are intended to provide for legislative review, an ob-
jective analysis of the effectiveness and efficiency of agency management-

In 1973, the Legislature directed that notice of spending from unanticipated
federal, state or,local revenues in addition to appropriations be given to the
Legislative Budget Committee. These notices are compiled by the Comittee
staff and summaries thereof presented to the Committee and sueh other legis-
lative committees or legislative staff as nay request suCh data. 'The 1974
Legislature also provided that the Legislative Budget Committee maintain a
central file_of personal services contracts for use in preparation of summary
reports as directed by the Legislature.

During legislative sessions, members of the Conmittee staff any assist
the Senate and House Itys and Means committees, other legislative committees,
and legislators with explanations or presentation of performance audit find-
ings and recommendations, and in other areas of staff expertise sucb as
development of an independent legislative estimate of general fond revenue.
In addition, a fiscal note repository is maintained during these sessions
for easy reference by legislators and others interested in the fiscal impact
of proposed bills.

The Corenittee meets on_ a monthly basis during the interim period between
legislative sessions, or mere regularly when circumstances indicate the desir-
ability or necessity of additional meetings. The executive committee meetS
upon call ef the Chairman.


